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Abstract 
The research leading to this thesis endeavoured to obtain, firstly, an in-depth picture of how 
child welfare pertaining to Tūhoe children is currently executed at the social work frontline of 
Aotearoa / New Zealand’s state agency, named Child, Youth and Family (CYF) until 31 March 
2017, thereafter Ministry for Vulnerable Children – Oranga Tamariki. Secondly, this thesis aims 
to describe a deeper understanding of Tūhoe wishes for their children living anywhere in New 
Zealand and particularly those involved in state child protection processes. In their settlement 
with the Crown in 2014 to address past grievances, Ngāi Tūhoe have included social and child 
welfare matters alongside matters of business and employment, environment, health and 
education. Crown ministries and agencies are committed to progressively enhance Tūhoe’s 
self-determination (mana motuhake) and to take practical steps for Tūhoe to manage their 
affairs within their core area of interest with the maximum autonomy possible in the 
circumstances. This research and exploration has concerned itself with what the practical steps 
along this pathway might look like towards the goal of improved outcomes for Tūhoe children 
and young people in state care, or at risk of coming into care and towards the ultimate goal of 
having no Tūhoe tamariki and rangatahi in state care. 
 
The analysis shows that today’s CYF social workers are well aware of the desirability of Māori 
children including Tūhoe to remain within their whānau/family and hapū/iwi (subtribe/tribe). In 
most cases however they do not have the time, supports and relevant skills and knowledge to 
facilitate this comprehensively and consistently. The correct identification of Tūhoe children’s 
tribal belonging and information of their whānau, hapū and iwi are commonly absent, incomplete 
or unreliable; this in turn influences all subsequent interventions including state care. Tūhoe 
children’s hapū and iwi are not consulted in any systematic or mandatory way. CYF sites’ staff 
knowledge of and relationships with iwi are mostly with those iwi in which tribal area the site is 
located. Differing site structures and the organisation of all child protection responsibilities have 
direct implications on the level and qualitiy of interventions for children in state care. Tūhoe 
participants don’t experience empowerment or self-determination in the current child protection 
processes, e.g. Family Group Conferences, approval of caregivers for children in state care and 
approval requirements for Māori/iwi social services. They were adamant that Tūhoe know 
Tūhoe, their communities, where children will be safe and where they won’t be. Taking 
responsibility for Ngāi Tūhoe children with state child welfare involvement wherever they may 
live is without doubt seen as an intrinsic part of self-determination, however Tūhoe participants 
were equally clear that self-determination for Tūhoe does not involve an intention to replicate 
core state functions such as CYF’s and Police’s initial responses to child abuse reports. The 
message that abuse within whānau is unacceptable, and not historically or now a part of being 
Tūhoe, needs to again become Tūhoe’s message.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 
 
This thesis focusses on one indigenous people, Ngāi Tūhoe, in relation to child welfare, 
specifically on Ngāi Tūhoe aspirations for managing their own affairs as observed alongside the 
present statutory child protection structures and processes.  Ngāi Tūhoe is a Māori tribe (iwi) 
located in the North Island of Aotearoa / New Zealand. Ngāi can be interpreted as “the people of”; 
throughout this thesis I will also use the shorter term ‘Tūhoe’. The exploration is based on those 
parts of the Ngāi Tūhoe Service Management Plan that commit Tūhoe and Child, Youth and 
Family (CYF) to working together to improve the outcomes for Tūhoe children and young people 
in CYF care, or at risk of coming into care. The goal of this plan is to have no Tūhoe tamariki and 
rangatahi in state care (Ngāi Tūhoe, 2012).  The research was limited to CYF child protection 
responsibilities, meaning responses to the harming (whether physically, emotionally, or sexually), 
ill-treatment, abuse, neglect, or deprivation of any child (age 0 to 13 years) or young person (age 
14 to 17 at the time of writing, will increase to 18 years). It excludes Youth Justice Responsibilities, 
meaning responses where young persons have been charged with committing offences.  The 
research is focussed on: 
1. How statutory social work pertaining to Tūhoe children is currently done, operationally and 
to some extent in terms of CYF organisational culture. 
2. Gaining a deeper understanding of Tūhoe vision, sense of timing and prioritisation of child 
welfare matters. 
 
Figure 2: Ngāi Tūhoe rohe – Tūhoe tribal area / Central North Island Aotearoa - 
New Zealand; source: Wikipedia. 
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3. Placing 1 and 2 above side by side for analysis and exploring options for synchronisation 
and change with the aim of improved outcomes for Tūhoe children. 
 
This research uses a transformative paradigm coupled with Linda Tuhiwai Smith’s (Smith, 2000) 
Kaupapa Māori research framework, which I will elaborate on further in the methodology section 
of chapter 3. The transformative paradigm asks that members of the cultural communities 
concerned be included in the research with “particular concern for the benefits of the research to 
the community” while being “wary of the deficit models that place the blame for social problems 
in the individual or culture, rather than in the societal response to the individual or cultural group” 
(Mertens, 2010, p.30). Child welfare is one of several aspects of the Ngāi Tūhoe Service 
Management Plan, others being general social welfare, health, education and housing.  This 
analysis can assist in giving Tūhoe planners and decision makers an overview of legalities, 
processes and principles of present care and protection in New Zealand as well as international 
comparisons concerning indigenous populations. It will further give an insight to this field in 
specific relation to Tūhoe, enabling them to gain a deeper understanding of detail, to champion 
areas they wish to strengthen or change and to build their own infrastructure effectively.  CYF will 
equally benefit from an examination of its procedures in relation to one specific iwi.  The thesis 
contains elements that are transferable to collaboration with other iwi, but also identifies 
limitations of a general approach.  
 
One unmovable fact that needs to be acknowledged is, not being Māori, I proposed to undertake 
research that relates specifically to Māori, in this case Ngāi Tūhoe.  Some factors that supported 
my involvement were that I have: 
• Completed from 2002 to 2004 a Diploma in Social Work (generic) and Māori and Iwi Social 
Work and the National Certificate of Te Reo Māori at Anamata, a private training enterprise 
under the Tūhoe Authority. 
• Completed several further Te Reo studies, the highest (academically) being a diploma 
under the late Tūhoe kaumatua Jim McGarvey. My learning of Te Reo and Tikanga Māori 
is on-going, over the last few years and ongoing under the guidance of my friend and 
teacher Kapua Oterangi Teua, kaumatua of Tūhoe and Ngāti Awa. 
• Worked for over twelve years and led for over five years the CYF Whakatāne site, which 
has a predominately Māori client base and is only 12km away from Tāneātua, the location 
of Te Uru Taumatua, the Tūhoe administrative headquarters.   
Chapter 2 is a review of literature relevant to the focus of this thesis. It introduces Ngāi Tūhoe as 
an iwi, its origins, its history up to the Crown apology and treaty settlement in 2014 as well as 
demographical information. Aspects and meanings of self-determination, tino rangatiratanga and 
mana motuhake are explored through the perspectives of several authors. Concerning the 
situation for Māori children in New Zealand / Aotearoa, the review takes a historical chronological 
approach from literature about pre-colonial parenting and social control, the evolution of welfare 
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and child welfare in particular for Māori to current developments in statutory child welfare. The 
significance and influence on child protection legislation of the Pūao-Te-Ata-Tū report (Ministerial 
Advisory Committee, 1988), prepared under the leadership of Tūhoe rangatira John Rangihau, is 
examined in some depth. Current developments in New Zealand child welfare are introduced up 
to the point of this thesis being finalised including operational changes to CYF and proposed 
revisions to the principles of the Children, Young Persons and their Families Act (Ministry of Social 
Development, 1989). Some international comparisons are drawn of child welfare practices and 
legislation that affect indigenous populations: Indian Nation in the United States of America and 
Canada, Australian Aboriginals and Scandinavian Sami. 
Chapter 3 explains the methodology that was employed for this research project. Appropriately 
approval and support was sought from Tūhoe first and the methods of data collection purposefully 
kept flexible in order to continuously adjust to Tūhoe participant requirements throughout. 
Approval was also obtained on the CYF / Ministry of Social Development side through its 
designated research application process and data subsequently collected through focus group 
sessions with CYF frontline staff of several site locations. The chapter also clarifies how the data 
was then analysed and how ethical issues were addressed. 
Chapter 4 is the analysis of data gathered from participants, divided into the two main parts of 
Tūhoe and CYF participant outcomes. The Tūhoe side crystallised into paragraphs about 
traditional caring for Tūhoe children, Te Urewera as the iwi tribal region and its central place 
concerning identity and natural resource, also the views of several hapū on identity and 
independence. Connectedness among Tūhoe living elsewhere in New Zealand and overseas was 
considered. There was considerable focus on Ngāi Tūhoe being informed about Tūhoe children, 
particularly those with state child welfare involvement as well as its responsibility for those 
children. The analysis of the CYF frontline participation gives a realistic view on the accuracy of 
information within the agency about Tūhoe and Māori children and their whānau, hapū and iwi 
and on how equipped social workers are for their engagement with them. Further what some of 
the ongoing consequences of the described state are for the Māori children involved; the situation 
of Māori CYF staff also deserved a specific consideration.  The structures and processes within 
CYF and their actual current effects on statutory child welfare practice were explored as well as 
relationships in different areas between CYF sites, iwi and iwi services. On both sides there was 
clear analysis of what was hindering better outcomes for Tūhoe and Māori children, but also 
detailed ideas offered and a vision for improved future efforts. 
Chapter 5 organises the research data results from Tūhoe and CYF participants into the key 
issues which had emerged and examines them against the perspectives of the literature review. 
After this final discussion recommendations are offered concerning practical steps towards better 
outcomes for Tūhoe children in state care or at risk or coming into state care. 
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Figure 3: School bus shelter in Ruatāhuna. Source:  Warne, K. & Quinn, P.J. 
(2013). 
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Chapter 2: Review of literature 
1. Introduction 
This literature review endeavours to give an overview on indigenous self-determination from a 
general perspective and specific to Māori and further to indigenous social and child welfare. Ngāi 
Tūhoe is introduced as an iwi from its origins to the recent Tūhoe-Crown Treaty Settlement in 
August 2014. I felt it important before attempting an exploration of child welfare specific to Māori 
and of potential change options specific to Tūhoe children to look back at what literature tells us 
about the circumstances for Māori children before contact with Europeans and in the 170 years 
after.  Social and particularly child welfare is explored in its New Zealand historical context with 
an attempt to crystallise key influential philosophy and policy shifts and how the more recent of 
these are viewed and commented upon by Māori writers. Some international examples are added 
to enable comparisons of other child welfare legislation and policy pertaining to indigenous 
children. And finally I have briefly drawn attention to changes presently in development in New 
Zealand child welfare. A challenge of this review has been to provide an overview without being 
drawn too deeply into the various sub-themes which could all be subject to literature reviews in 
their own right. 
 
One guiding principle in the structure of this review has been honouring the concept of 
whakapapa, not only pertaining to the genealogies of people, but also to developmental history 
of organisations, philosophies, relationships or in this case child welfare. Love (2002) asserts the 
importance to Māori to firstly examine what lies behind, to orient ourselves and understand how 
we got to this point before exploring where future directions may lie. 
 
2. Ngāi Tūhoe demographics 
Ngāi Tūhoe today is New Zealand’s sixth largest iwi with a population of just under 35,000 as of 
the 2013 census, about one third of those living in Te Urewera and the Bay of Plenty, most of the 
remainder in Auckland, Wellington and Hamilton (Statistics New Zealand, 2013).  40% of the 
entire iwi are fluent speakers of Te Reo Māori, the largest proportion of any iwi. Despite the 
historic efforts to disempower, impoverish and diminish Tūhoe, they have, possibly due to the 
rugged isolation of Te Urewera, preserved regions where Te Reo Māori is spoken as the first 
language.  Connor (2007) refers to Tūhoe as an iwi who tended to live in exclusively Māori 
communities and were less affected by assimilation to Pākehā culture and language. 
 
38.2% of Ngāi Tūhoe were under the age of 15 compared to 33.1% of the total population of 
Māori descent. The median age (half are younger and half older than this age) was 20.7 years, 
compared with 24.4 years for the total population of Māori descent, and 38.0 years for the total 
New Zealand population. The general Māori demographic is youthful in comparison with one third 
of Māori population aged less than 15 years compared to just under one fifth for the Pākehā / 
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Others population. The Tūhoe demographic is more youthful again with 38.2% aged less than 15 
years. 
 
The median income (half received more and half received less than this amount) was $19,500. 
In comparison, the median income was $23,700 for the total population of Māori descent, and 
$28,500 for the total New Zealand population. 
 
“Māori children are proportionally more likely than Pākehā children to be exposed 
to the impacts of poverty than the average New Zealand child. The rates of severe 
and persistent poverty amongst Māori children are at least double the rates of 
Pākehā children” (Children’s Commissioner’s Expert Advisory Group on Solutions 
to Child Poverty, 2012, p.3).  
 
It is important to bear in mind that statistics which relate to Tūhoe are for Tūhoe people living 
anywhere in New Zealand. They are limited in that they don’t’ distinguish between Tūhoe living 
within the tribal heartland Te Urewera, e.g. at Ruatāhuna or Lake Waikaremoana compared to 
Tūhoe living in Wellington, Hamilton or Auckland. Fluency in Te Reo, median income, contact 
with child welfare or the justice system are likely to differ significantly between these groups.  The 
accessibility to free natural resources within Te Urewera, e.g. food, natural health remedies and 
warmth / firewood may also mean that people living there would not perceive themselves as poor 
as the monetary and employment based statistics might suggest. 
 
 
3. Self-determination 
Self-determination is described in reports and documents of the United Nations (2007) as the 
right of people to determine their political, economic and social status. As a concept, self-
determination is often divided into external and internal dimensions (Weller, 2008).  External self-
determination is the right to secession, which is for a people to withdraw from a state construct 
 
Figure 4: Poster displayed at Ruatāhuna Wild Food Festival on 14 
November 2015. Source: private. 
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and form its own political and executive authority. Internal self-determination is a people’s right to 
choose a system of governance and administration within the confines of a state which would 
retain authority over some dimensions of governance such as foreign affairs and defence.  
Although frequently used, this division is controversial in that it implies self-determination is a 
special right rather than an inherent continuous right. Given such caveats, this review is largely 
focused on internal self-determination. Another division is the human rights based distinction 
between self-determination of the individual and that of groups, typically minorities of religion, 
culture or ethnicity. Indigenous people typically have, in addition to their cultural identity, a strong 
historic bond to specific lands as original or first inhabitants which may add to the extent of their 
self-determination claims or rights. The relatively recent United Nations Declaration of the Rights 
of Indigenous Peoples declares in Article 3 that: 
 
“Indigenous peoples have the right to self-determination. By virtue of that right they 
freely determine their political status and freely pursue their economic, social and 
cultural development” (United Nations, 2007, p.4). 
 
Article 4 qualifies that their autonomy and self-government relates to their local and internal affairs 
and article 46 qualifies further that nothing in the declaration should be interpreted as a right or 
encouragement of action against the territorial unity of states. Indigenous peoples seeking self-
determination is a worldwide theme in colonial and post-colonial societies; its discussion includes 
a variety of terminology such as independence, autonomy, self-management, sovereignty or 
partnership with the state (Hill, 2009).  In New Zealand examinations of self-determination for 
Māori are closely entwined with two words: rangatiratanga or the superlative tino rangatiranga 
and mana motuhake. 
 
4. Tino Rangatiratanga 
The word rangatira means chief; ranga, taken from the word rāranga  is to weave together; tira 
means group; tanga is a suffix meaning “and all that it means”. So rangatiratanga can also be 
understood as “all that it means to weave groups together”.  The literal translation of tino 
rangatiratanga is unqualified or absolute exercise of chieftainship. The founding document upon 
which Māori endeavours for autonomy are based is the Treaty of Waitangi signed in 1840 by a 
confederation of Māori chiefs and William Hobson, representing Queen of England Victoria,. Its 
translation, interpretations, legal and other consequences have been studied and argued ever 
since and a closer examination of this subject alone would by far exceed the scope of this paper. 
In simplest terms, Māori were promised tino rangatiratanga in article two of the treaty, having 
ceded kāwanatanga to the Queen in article one. Professor Margaret Mutu (2011) offers her 
translation in comparison with the Māori text and the English version drawn up by William Hobson 
in 1840 (appendix 1). Mutu’s translation leans tightly to the Māori text while the original English 
versions of articles one and two in particular are far wordier and contain a range of 
embellishments. She uses government when translating kāwanatanga (English version: 
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sovereignty) and unqualified exercise of paramount authority (over their lands, villages and all 
their treasures) for tino rangatiratanga (English version: full excusive and undisturbed 
possession). 
 
It is likely that the British at the time of the treaty and arguably non-Māori thereafter had a 
Eurocentric view of Māori society: an organisational hierarchy with rangatira (chiefs) ruling over 
iwi (tribes), with hapū being sub-divisions of iwi and whānau sub-divisions of hapū (Te Whānau o 
Waipareira Report, 1998). Iwi specific examinations like that of Ballara, A. (2001) have shown the 
inaccuracy of such models: instead whānau and hapū were effective and autonomous social and 
political entities in pre-colonial Māori society and a person’s primary security and communal 
sense of identity. Te Aho (2006) warns that external attempts to define iwi and hapū often do a 
disservice to the uniqueness of each iwi including their own and varied notions of tino 
rangatiratanga.  Edward Durie, former Chief Judge of the Māori Land Court and Chairperson of 
the Waitangi Tribunal, stated in 1996: 
 
“The first principle is that political power was vested at the basic community or 
hapū level. Power flowed from the people up and not from the top down. Control 
from a centralised or super-ordinate authority was antithetical to the Māori system” 
(Durie, as cited in Healy, 2009, p.123). 
 
Healy stresses the reciprocal aspect of traditional rangatiratanga, being a moral contract between 
a leader, his people and his god(s), a trusteeship that requires wise administration of assets, 
tikanga and taonga (treasures, not necessarily in the material sense) as well as social and political 
organisation. Much of the literature examines who within Māoridom (for example iwi, hapū, 
whānau, with or without mana whenua, e.g. urban Māori, pan-Māori organisations or a Māori 
Nation) is entitled to rangatiratanga.  For the purposes of this review it is suffice to make the 
readers aware of this issue, but not delve deeper into this discussion. Trying to pin rangatiratanga 
down to one scholarly definition would be a disservice to different times and circumstances and 
the well-researched flexibility of Māori to adapt and change while keeping focus on the ultimate 
quest for autonomy, self –determination and independence (Hill, 2009). The aims of self-
determination in time-spanning broad terms are the advancement of Māori people as Māori and 
the preservation of the environment for those to come (Durie, 1998). For almost 130 years, from 
the 1840’s to the early 1970’s, the Crown’s core policy concerning Māori was assimilation or, 
where that proved untenable in its overt forms, appropriation of indigenous organisational forms 
and energies for its own purposes (Hill, 2009). Māori have never ceased to strive for 
rangatiratanga by numerous ways and means adapted to the changing socio-economic, cultural, 
demographic and political factors since the signing of the Treaty.  Still it took until 1939 that even 
the existence of their aspirations were widely known and discussed within state and political 
circles (Hill, 2004). Before then Māori were commonly not consulted at all by public servants or 
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politicians over policies relevant to them; they were simply not deemed capable to contribute to 
matters of the state.  
 
“The single thread that most illuminates the historical fabric of Māori and Pākehā 
contact has been Māori determination to maintain Māori autonomy and the 
Government’s desire to destroy it” (Waitangi Tribunal, 1996, p.6). 
 
5. Mana Motuhake 
Tino rangatiratanga is currently the term used and preferred by most in relation to Māori aspiration 
for greater autonomy over their resources and affairs. In one of my meetings at Te Uru Taumatua, 
I used the term in reference to Tūhoe participants in this research project ultimately determining 
the research methodology. After the meeting I was gently reminded that the preferred term for 
Tūhoe is mana motuhake. Durie describes mana motuhake as encapsulating much the same 
cause as tino rangatiratranga, but in addition being more strongly linked to customary Māori 
systems, emphasising more strongly independence from state and Crown and containing a 
degree of defiance. In more recent times the term was used to name a political party formed by 
Matiu Rata in 1980 after he had left the Labour Party. The intent that informed the Mana Motuhake 
Party’s political framework was “total institutional transformation of New Zealand society away 
from monocultural dominance to bicultural sharing” (Hill, 2009, p.179). Travelling back further in 
history, mana motuhake is one of two founding principles of the Kingitanga movement which 
began in 1850, the other being mana whenua.  Waikato chief Potatau Te Wherowhero was raised 
up to kingship in 1858; he died in 1860 and was succeeded by his son Matutaera who became 
known as Tawhiao (King, 2008). Tawhiao (1822-1894) is frequently described as a prophet as 
well as King and is credited with engraving mana motuhake into kingitanga and beyond. In one 
of his prophecies, already after land confiscations, impoverishment and disempowerment of his 
people, Tawhiao  describes how he will build his house with woods not normally used for building 
and nourish his children with fruit / berries not normally eaten. It reflects qualities of Māori self-
reliance, unique knowledge, resourcefulness, pride and independence (Te Aho, 2006). 
 
“Māku ana hei hanga i tōku nei whare 
Ko ngā pou o roto he māhoe, he patatē, ko te tāhuhu he hīnau 
Ngā tamariki o roto me whakatupu ki te hua o te rengarenga 
Me whakapakari ki te hua o te kawariki 
 
I shall fashion my own house 
The poles within will be made of mahoe and patatē and the ridge pole made 
of hīnau 
The children within will be raised on the fruit of the rengarenga 
And strengthened on the fruit of kawariki.” (p.103) 
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Mana motuhake also appears in a waitata (song) composed for Tūhoe in 1884 by Te Kooti 
Arikirangi Te Turuki (1832-1893). Te Kooti is frequently described as a prophet; he was also a 
guerrilla fighter and religious leader as the founder of the Ringatū faith. Although of 
Rongowhakaata Iwi descent, his life and struggles became entwined with Ngāi Tūhoe; he formed 
alliances with its leaders and was frequently pursued by government forces deep into Te Urewera, 
heart and homeland of Tūhoe, which was to come at a terrible cost of lives, land and resources 
to Tūhoe (Binney, 1997). Below are the first lines of the waiata citing the Treaty of Waitangi and 
the Māori Land Court as forces for self-determination (“separate mana”). The waiata goes on with 
the urgent plea not to sell land. 
 
“Kāore te pō nei mōrikarika noa! 
Te ohonga ki te ao, rapu kau noa ahau. 
Ko te mana tuatahi ko te Tiriti o Waitangi, 
Ko te mana tuarua ko te Kooti Whenua, 
Ko te mana tuatoru ko the Mana Motuhake; 
Ka Kīa i reira ko te Rohe Pōtae o Tūhoe … 
 
Alas for this unhappy night! 
Waking to the world I search about in vain. 
The first mana is the Treaty of Waitangi, 
The second mana is the Land Court, 
The third mana is the Separate Mana; 
Hence the Rohe Pōtae o Tūhoe …”  (Binney, 2009, p. 1) 
 
The Ngāi Tūhoe Service Management Plan signed in 2012 (which will be examined in more depth 
in the next section) defines Mana Motuhake as: 
 
“Progressively enhancing Tūhoe’s autonomy in decision making matched by its 
growth in infrastructure, capability and leadership in social service provision. This 
is balanced by the Crown’s governance role under Te Tiriti O Waitangi. Through 
the Treaty Settlement practical steps will be taken for Tūhoe to manage their affairs 
within their core area of interest with the maximum autonomy possible in the 
circumstances.” (Ngāi Tūhoe and three New Zealand Crown Agencies, 2012, p.5). 
 
6. Ngāi Tūhoe whakapapa 
Ngāi Tūhoe trace themselves directly is the natural elements of the rugged bush and mountain 
environment of Te Urewera: Hine-pūkohu-rangi, the personification of mist and fog (her younger 
sister Hine-wai is the personification of light misty rain) enticed te maunga (the mountain) to earth. 
They produced Pōtiki, the ancestor of Ngā Pōtiki, one of the early iwi living on these lands before 
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the arrival of Mataatua waka (canoe) and one of the ancestral iwi to Ngāi Tāhoe (Ministry for 
Culture and Heritage, 2006). Thus the often used term for Tūhoe ‘children of the mist’ is a literal 
description. Another lineage is to Te-Tini-A-Toi, literally the multitude of Toi, referring to the 
descendants of Toitehuatahi (Toi the Lone Born), also known as Toikairākau (Toi the Wood/Roots 
Eater).  A further lineage which pre-dates the arrival of the Mataatua waka is the grouping of 
related tribes ‘Hapū-oneone’, the descendants of Hape. The historian Elsdon Best (1856-1931) 
maintained that Pōtiki was a contemporary of Toi and Hape. Best (1925) completed a 
monumental study named Tūhoe, Children of the Mist. Many of his ethnological conclusions and 
interpretations are not seen as valid today; the real value of this epic work is in the painstakingly 
detailed preservation of historic events, customs and genealogies which were relayed to him 
directly from Tūhoe elders of the time.  
 
The Mataatua waka landed near Cape Runaway first and then at the river mouth of Ōhinemataroa 
(Whakatāne) 18 to 20 generations ago. Its captain was Toroa, his half-brother Tāneatua was the 
tohunga (priest, expert), also on board were his younger brother Puhi, his sister Muriwai and his 
daughter Wairaka; in some versions Wairaka is said to be his niece. Puhi later left to Northland 
with the Mataatua waka, while Toroa, Tāneatua, Muriwai, their immediate families and 
descendants stayed and intermarried with the incumbent inhabitants of the Bay of Plenty and 
inland (Te Urewera). Tūhoe take their name from Tūhoe-pōtiki, the youngest son of Tamatea-ki-
te-huatahi (grandson of Toroa) and Paewhiti (part Hapū-oneone and daughter of Tāneatua). 
Tūhoe-pōtiki and his two elder brothers were known and feared throughout the region for their 
ferocity in battle. 
Tūhoe moumou kai 
Moumou taonga 
Moumou tangata ki te Pō. 
 
Tūhoe wasteful of food 
Wasteful of treasures 
Wasters of men to Death 
(Whakatauki, as cited in Binney, 2009, p.44) 
 
In the early 1860s, Tūhoe were initially reluctant, but then sent a contingent of warriors to the land 
wars in the Waikato region where they suffered a significant defeat at the battle of Orākau in 
1864. In 1865 Reverend Carl Syrius Völkner was killed in Opōtiki and among others, Tūhoe were 
indicted despite vehement rejection to this claim and lack of evidence. Government raids into their 
territories and the confiscation of vast tracts of lands belonging to Tūhoe, Te Whakatōhea and 
Ngāti Awa followed. Tūhoe lost nearly all their flat farmable lands and the important corridor for 
the collection of kai moana (seafood) at Ohiwa harbour. In the following years Te Kooti led his 
resistance fights and obtained permission from Tūhoe to withdraw into Te Urewera. Government 
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forces, assisted by Māori enemies of Tūhoe, pursued destructive raids and scorched earth tactics 
into Te Urewera (Binney, 2009). After having reached an agreement to end hostilities with the 
government in 1872, all hapū of Te Urewera formed a union which they named Te Whitu Tekau 
– the seventy, whose motto was 
 
Kaua te rori, kaua te rūri, kaua te rīhi, kaua te hoko.  
No roads, no survey, no leasing land, no selling land. 
(Ministry for Culture and Heritage, 2006, p.138) 
 
The colonial endeavours of acquiring Māori land quickly and cheaply were threatened by the 
unified efforts to maintain autonomy and resources; systematic undermining and trickery became 
the new governmental strategy. In 1905 Rua Kēnana emerged as a prophet within Ngāi Tūhoe.  
He established a community on Maungapōhatu, the most sacred mountain within the ranges of 
Te Urewera which he named Hiruhārama Hou – New Jerusalem. Again the government felt its 
authority threatened and in 1916, under false pretences, a raid was conducted in which two Tūhoe 
men, one of them Rua’s son, were killed. Rua was arrested and his community scattered. 
 
Dame and Emeritus Professor of History Judith Binney has laid the academic research foundation 
for the Ngāi Tūhoe Treaty of Waitangi Settlement. Encircled Lands: Te Urewera, 1820-1921 
(2009) is the illustrated book version of her work undertaken for two reports commissioned by the 
Waitangi Tribunal (Urewera Report – Part 1 and 2). It chronicles the prolonged systematic 
mistreatment of Ngāi Tūhoe by Crown forces, unlawful confiscations of its best lands, destruction 
of crops to effect starvation, incarcerations without trials, execution of unarmed prisoners and 
non-combatants and of broken Crown promises and trust. Minister of Treaty Negotiations Chris 
Finlayson has recommended that those who may consider the Tūhoe settlement as too generous 
read her work.  Dame Judith Binney died in 2011; Ngāi Tūhoe have bestowed upon her the title 
‘Te Tōmairangi o Te Aroha’ – The Dew-drops of Love. 
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7. Tūhoe-Crown treaty settlement 
In the weeks directly prior to the Tūhoe-Crown treaty settlement day, Police Commissioner Mike 
Bush visited Eastern Bay of Plenty Tūhoe communities (Tāneatua, Ruatoki) and apologised to its 
members for actions of the Police Special Tactics Group (formerly known as Anti-Terrorist Squad) 
during the ‘Operation 8’ raids in October 2007 by armed and camouflaged Police under the 
Terrorism Suppression Act (2002). Tūhoe campaigner and activist Tame Iti and seventeen others 
were arrested around New Zealand in relation to these raids (Mutu, 2011), but all charges under 
the Terrorism Suppression Act were dismissed in Court, although Tame Iti and three others were 
later found guilty of firearms charges (Webby, 2015). Binney (2009) pointed to the deep historic 
symbolism that the Police armed forces chose to locate their roadblocks on the 1866 confiscation 
line with Te Urewera on one side and Tūhoe’s wrongfully confiscated lands on the other. 
 
“It was here in January 2005 that Tame Iti, bearing a double-barrelled shotgun and 
dressed in the tartan kilt of the nineteenth-century bush fighter, accompanied by 
mounted riders, both men and women, re-enacting the history of the wars for the 
Waitangi Tribunal” (p.604). 
 
Arguably the most harmful impact of these events was that on the children affected.  A leading 
paediatric specialist Professor Innes Asher of Auckland University has labelled the raids “one of the 
worst cases of child abuse by the state in recent years” (Asher, as cited on Marae Investigates, TV 
ONE, 2013). Police Commissioner Bush acknowledged the distress caused to innocent people 
including pre-school children and elderly and the impact of subsequent media stigmatisation of 
 
Figure 5: Tūhoe-Crown treaty settlement day, 22 August 2014. Source: private.  
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Tūhoe as terrorists. The symbolism of the raid creates a connection to all the other acts of brutality 
Tūhoe experienced. This apology was necessary as part of the treaty settlement. 
 
On 22 August 2014 I attended the Tūhoe-Crown treaty settlement day at Tāneatua together with 
about 3500 hosts and guests. Several taonga were returned to Tūhoe, among them the historic 
flag that flew at Rua’s community on Maungapōhatu, confiscated at the raid, and a taiaha (fighting 
staff) which was given to Prime Minister Richard Seddon by the rangatira Kereru in 1894. Treaty 
Negotiations Minister Chris Finlayson delivered the Crown apology after detailing some of the 
many wrongdoings against Tūhoe in his speech. Extracts of apology: 
“The Crown unreservedly apologises for not having honoured its obligations to 
Tūhoe under te Tiriti o Waitangi and profoundly regrets its failure to appropriately 
acknowledge and respect te mana motuhake o Tūhoe for many generations. ... 
Despite the hardship Tūhoe and Tūhoetanga endure, your culture, your language, 
and identity that is Te Urewera is inextinguishable. The Crown acknowledges you 
and te mana motuhake o Tūhoe.” (Finlayson, 2014) 
 
Chief negotiator for Tūhoe Tamati Kruger responded with a speech in Te Reo Māori, of which I 
understood a good part, but was not able to find a written record of since.  He reminded those 
present that there is still a lot of hurt and that the highest level of forgiveness is yet to be attained. 
He called upon the descendants of the original owners of each returned taonga to come forward 
and receive it, an action symbolising and enforcing that the traditional seat of authority lies within 
whānau and hapū. 
 
  
8. Service Management Plan 
A significant turning point in the treaty negotiations came with the signing of “Nā Kōrero Rangatira 
ā Tūhoe me Te Karauna” (“Discussions between Tūhoe chiefs and the Crown”), a political 
compact between Tūhoe and the Crown in July 2011 in which the parties resolved to recognise 
both the mana of the Crown and mana motuhake of Tūhoe (Stephens, 2014). The non-negotiable 
bottom line was the recognition of Te Urewera national park as an intrinsic element of Te Mana 
Motuhake O Tūhoe. Consequently a core achievement of the Crown-Tūhoe settlement was Te 
Urewera Act 2014 which recognises Tūhoe formally as the kaitiaki (guardians / caretakers) of Te 
Urewera which ceases to be a National Park. This paved the way for the conception of the Service 
Management Plan (“SMP”) which is to provide a foundation for how Tūhoe and the Crown will 
work together, initially for up to forty years, “for the purposes of developing, implementing, 
expanding and renewing from time to time, a plan for the transformation of the social 
circumstances of the people of Ngāi Tūhoe” (Ngāi Tūhoe and three New Zealand Crown 
Agencies, 2012, p.1). The Crown parties to the SMP are: Ministry of Business, Innovation and 
Employment; Ministry of Education and the Ministry of Social Development.  Interestingly the 
Ministry of Health is not part of the ‘Crown’ part of the plan, but the three District Health Boards 
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within whose boundaries the tribal Tūhoe rohe (regions) are located (Hawkes Bay, Bay of Plenty 
and Lakes District Health Boards) are signatories to a stand-alone ‘Health Chapter’.  Commitment 
to the SMP has subsequently been reaffirmed through the Deed of (Treaty of Waitangi 
grievances) Settlement. The inclusion of iwi social issues and social transformation can be seen 
as radical innovation, as “the SMP warrants closer inspection not least because it may well prove 
to be a kind of watershed moment in New Zealand social history, and indeed, in welfare in 
particular” (Stephens, 2014, p.1). The SMP itself states anticipation that innovations in the Tūhoe 
rohe will inform Māori and all New Zealanders about new ways to improve services. Justice 
Williams (2013) acknowledged this with: 
 
“I understand that iwi negotiating their settlements are now including discussions 
over arrangements for addressing iwi social issues. Tūhoe is leading the way here. 
… As with environmental law, Treaty settlements may end up being the driver for 
change in family law” (p. 26). 
 
In the SMP section specific to Child, Youth and Family (CYF), Tūhoe and CYF commit to work 
together to improve outcomes for Tūhoe children and young people in CYF care with the ultimate 
stated goal of having no Tūhoe tamariki (children) and rangatahi (youth) in state care. The SMP 
contains initial five year action plans for each sector which are expected to evolve over time. The 
initial actions concerning CYF are: 
1. CYF and Tūhoe will build their relationship through information sharing and two-way 
dialogue about at risk Tūhoe children and young people, particularly those in care. 
2. CYF and Tūhoe will agree outcome indicators against which Tūhoe can hold CYF to 
account for Tūhoe children and young people in care or at risk of coming into care (Ngāi Tūhoe 
and three New Zealand Crown Agencies, 2012, p.35). 
 
9. Pre-colonial parenting and social control 
As the further development of this review will show, much of Māori aspirations for the future are 
founded within knowledge, values and beliefs of the past.  Therefore, and also considering the 
ultimate concern of this paper being child welfare, this paragraph explores the circumstances of 
pre-colonial Māori children in some depth. The Māori word for children is tamariki. Tama is derived 
from Tama-te-rā or Tama-nui-te-rā, the fierce personification of the sun, also the divine spark. 
Ariki is a noble of most senior status, a chief of chiefs; riki on its own can also mean small or 
minor (Pere, 1997).  A central traditional principle was the conviction that children were gifts from 
the atua (gods, spiritual beings) (Connor, 2014).  “The old-time Māori” by Te Arawa chieftainess 
Makereti Papakura was published in 1938; it is a rare example of an early account of traditional 
Māori life written by a Māori author (rather than interpreted by a non-Māori writer). Papakura 
describes children as one of the greatest things in the lives of Māori couples, the desire was to 
have as many as possible. Not having children was a great calamity, particularly for chiefs, and 
at times having several wives was one way to prevent a line of descent from dying out. Mothers 
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would tend to their baby from the day it was born, but had continuous and numerous offers of 
help from relatives. Having a child cry, especially at night, was unbearable to a mother and she 
would pick it up, sing oriori (lullabies) and sooth it. Pre-colonial child mortality was described as 
low. 
 
“The Māori never beat their children, but were always kind to them, and this 
seemed to strengthen the bond of affection which remains among Māori 
throughout life. Between the ages of three and nine, children enjoy a great deal of 
freedom.” (Papakura, 1938, p. 137) 
 
Mothers and female relatives were generally the main teachers of daughters in all things including 
appropriate behaviours, gardening, collecting and preparing food, weaving and waiata. They had 
early and frank conversations with them about sexual maturing and menstruation. Fathers, also 
grandfathers, were the main teachers of boys from the age of about six. They taught them how 
to hunt and snare, trap and fish, how to fight, swim and dive, to build houses and canoes. Boys 
in particular were taught to be hospitable and generous; parents would ask for a portion of their 
kai (food), especially delicacies of short supply specifically to engrain a trait of sharing. 
 
“Nothing was hidden from Māori children, and all conversation was open before 
them. Yet they were most modest, and there was nothing vulgar about them. They 
were fearless, for they met with love everywhere, and in the homes they were 
petted and loved by their parents and relatives” (p.146). 
 
Of high importance to every Māori was to know his or her genealogy and exact relationship to 
every relative. Life was communal and busy with work, in which everyone participated 
independent of rank. Individuals did not think of themselves or pursue their own gain, but thought 
of and were absorbed in their people. 
 
Jenkins, Harte & Ririki (2011) completed a historical review of literature of traditional Māori 
parenting in pre-European times.  Many observations are based on the records of earliest non-
Māori arrivals, often coloured with their own views and judgements. It confirms that Māori children 
were seldom or never punished and rather spoiled. The traditional belief was that the freedom 
given to children made them bold, courageous and independent in thought and action; to curb 
their freedom, especially by harsh means or punishment, was thought to impede these desired 
qualities and their naturally brave spirit. Children were tapu and thereby untouchable. Pere (1997) 
describes several aspects of tapu including “a protective measure”, “a way of imposing 
disciplines, social control” and “a way of developing an appreciation and a respect for another 
human being, another life force, life in general” (p.40). In traditional Māori communities each adult 
had a responsibility of care for all children; they were taken everywhere with them by their fathers 
and their whole life was training in some way. 
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The literature review on Family Violence by Te Puni Kōkiri (2010) also contains much information 
about traditional Māori views concerning children and families and about traditional social control. 
Violence and abuse within the whānau, directed at children or women, were considered 
dangerous, a threat to community balance and a whānau-/-hapū rather than an individual 
concern. Where they did occur, balance needed to be restored, often with the collective 
assistance of whānau and hapū, and a perpetrator could be dispossessed (muru) or even 
banished altogether. Children were not seen as belonging to those who had made them only; 
they were treasures of the wider whānau, hapū and iwi.  Best (1941) describes an event of muru 
having taken place at Ruatāhuna within Ngāi Tūhoe: a father was held responsible for the ill-
treatment of a child, upon which a taua muru (plundering / dispossession group) advanced onto 
his hapū marae.  A woman belaboured him with a stick and the entire material wealth of his 
whānau – guns, new garments, greenstone taonga, a horse and silver shillings – were taken 
away. 
 
The historical documentation speaks of early missionaries’ astonishment at the degree to which 
Māori children were indulged in and the lack of punishment.  Missionaries were the first to promote 
the nuclear family as the core building block of the colonial civilisation model. Thus what occurred 
within a family’s private home progressively became their business only and traditional collective 
social control was removed.  Mead (2003) confirms that in traditional society there were rules of 
behaviour; where those were transgressed, the consequences were decisive.  He relates the 
mana with which Māori are born, to their personal tapu. Its degree is inherited, but can be 
increased throughout life also. Traditionally the neglect of the mana of a child by a parent, 
resulting in damage to the child, was a serious offence and required punishment, whether directly 
by the hapū or by the gods.   
 
“Māku e kapu i te toiora o ā tāua tamariki. 
By my hand will our children be kept unharmed. 
 
Ko te rāta te rākau i takahia e te moa. 
The rāta tree sapling when trodden on cannot grow straight. 
 
Ngā huka kokoti kōmata 
Just as frost cuts down young shoots, will the ill-treatment of children 
disrupt their life.” 
(Whakatauki, as cited in Taonui, 2012, p.167) 
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10. Whakapapa of welfare services: 
 
Ngā hiahia kia titiro ki te tīmatanga, ā, ka kite ai tātou te mutunga. 
You must understand the beginning if you wish to see the end. 
(Whakatauki, as cited in Te Puni Kōkiri, 2010, p.10) 
 
Williams (2013) introduces a concept of three law phases for New Zealand: 
The first law of Aotearoa: brought across the vast ocean by Māori ancestors such as Kupe and 
Toi. Already alluded to in the previous paragraph, it is based on value and belief systems like 
tikanga, mana, tapu and whānaungatanga. Its emphasis is on the individual’s responsibility to the 
collective, yet individual standing and reputation is greatly valued. The term phase is somewhat 
misleading concerning the first law since it implies a period with a beginning and an end, however 
the first law has in varying strengths and forms persisted throughout the next phases until today. 
This law, being value based, adheres to principles rather than sets of rules. From Love’s (2002) 
perspective it’s what lies behind or underpins the “traditional” Māori world view that Māori seek 
to incorporate into projects and services. 
 
The second law of New Zealand commences with the arrival of the British and contains an entirely 
different set of underlying values still strongly influenced by the social contract theories of Locke, 
Hobbes and Rousseau (Williams, 2013). The core building block was the autonomous individual; 
states and government were products of voluntary agreements in order to solve common 
problems, a rather idealistic philosophical view of a reality of conquests, colonialism and feudal 
struggles (Weller, 2008).  If whānaungatanga is the glue that holds things together in the first law, 
individual material possession rates similarly in the second; law and government are largely 
justified to protect private property. Naturally the first two laws collided from the beginning; they 
were formally brought together in the Treaty of Waitangi which of course (in broad terms) didn’t 
stop the second law forces from attempting to ignore, assimilate or dominate the first law out of 
existence. 
 
“In summary, the second law at its positivist1 height rejected the legal relevance of 
the Treaty, reduced native title to its statutory boxes and acknowledged tikanga 
Māori only as a temporary expedient in the wider project of title extinction and 
cultural assimilation. The future for a distinct Māori cultural and legal existence in 
these islands looked bleak indeed” (Williams, 2013, p.10).  
 
                                          
1 Positivists made claims that only empirically collected and measureable scientific data is 
valid, certain and accurate. While the focus on empirical, objective data has some appeal, it 
falls short when applied to human behaviour (Mertens, 2010, p.11) 
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It’s the stressful intersection of the first and second laws that constitutes Love’s (2002) orienting 
ourselves and understanding how we got to this point. It’s a point of deep reflection. Williams 
(2013) marks the beginning of the third law of Aotearoa/New Zealand with the enactment of the 
Treaty of Waitangi Act 1975 and the creation of the Waitangi Tribunal. This choice, and attaching 
“Aotearoa” to the first law, “New Zealand” to the second, and finally “Aotearoa/New Zealand” to 
the third, gives away the third phase’s promise: genuine endeavours to incorporate customary 
Māori values and decision making into New Zealand legislation, public systems and structures 
(Love’s (2002) future direction). Connor (2014) organises her chapter about Māori mothering into 
three sections that largely correspond with the above phases: traditional (pre-colonial), colonial 
(repression of traditional mothering) and Māori Renaissance (resurgence of traditional Māori 
mothering, but incorporating compatible Western aspects of mothering), the first of these, with 
regard to parenting, was already described in the previous chapter. 
 
11. Early child welfare support for Māori 
Factors which eroded traditional methods of child-raising were loss of land and thereby the ability 
for extended whānau to live together and share parenting responsibilities, also racial 
amalgamation and interracial marriages.  Early Christian organisations such as the Christian 
Missionary Society encouraged the Christian marriage as the civilised and appropriate model. 
Wives of missionaries played a key role in instilling Christian values; the view was that Māori 
women would be saved from their natural promiscuity and immorality. In addition missionary 
wives taught “mother-craft” from a European ideal including parenting and child-care practices. 
The Royal New Zealand Plunket Society was established in 1907. Its founder Dr Truby King 
believed in a standardised, scientific approach to baby feeding; as a result nightly feeding became 
prohibited where this could be enforced, i.e. in hospitals / maternity units.  The overall intent was 
to address the high infant mortality which had by now taken hold of the indigenous population in 
particular. Nurses and registered midwives were trained in and then taught to mothers a 
standardised “mother-craft”; thus the knowledge and specialised language in this domain became 
increasingly located within the realm of professionals. This is but one example of a gradual 
dislocation of power from its traditional seat within the Māori tribal order, away from the basic level 
of the functioning community (Healy, 2009). The fundamental effect on a system where the status 
of a member depended on his / her commitment and contribution to the community cannot be 
overstated.  
 
Public services, e.g. health and education services in particular, were not equally available to 
Māori in those times, as Michael King’s (2008) biography of Te Puea Herangi (1883-1952), also 
known as Princess Te Puea, shows.  Te Puea is one of the most outstanding female Waikato 
rangatira of recent times.  Hospitals at that time were reluctant to accept Māori patients, where 
they did illness was often so far progressed that the patients would subsequently die, which in 
turn re-enforced Māori suspicion of hospitals and their reluctance to seek admission for their sick.  
There were very few doctors in Waikato who would attend Māori patients at all and no 
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preventative health measures organised by Crown institutions were in place (as there were for 
Pākehā). Where Māori were mentioned in records of district health officers, it would likely be in 
the context of the Native race being a health menace for the European due to their alleged 
spreading of disease by unhygienic living or pollution of streams. One of Te Puea’s many legacies 
of achievement was the organising of autonomous community health services and makeshift 
shelters for the sick in times of epidemic outbreaks such as the smallpox epidemic in 1913-14. 
Medical or other assistance by Crown organisations was absent; the only public measure was to 
place the community under quarantine without making any arrangements that even basic food 
supplies such as flour could reach it.  
 
“I found that Māori people were dying by the riverside. We could get no nurses for 
them. I had very little money so all my sister and I could do was to make a camp 
from nikau palms ... we nursed as many as possible back to health ... we were 
isolated to keep us away from the Pākehā.”  (Te Puea, as quoted in King, 2008) 
 
Throughout periods such as this, Te Puea is credited of having adopted numerous children, well 
over 200 by some accounts. This, or using the word for traditional customary adoption ‘whāngai’, 
may not be entirely accurate, but Te Puea did, as rangatira for her people, assume her overall 
responsibility that all children in need in her community were safe, fed and cared for. 
 
12. The public child welfare system 
New Zealand’s public child welfare system was initially developed without specific regard to Māori 
cultural values and without recognition of the significant role of extended whānau to the wellbeing 
of Māori children (Libesman, 2004). After World War One efforts to review and coordinate a 
variety of ad-hoc child welfare efforts culminated in the Child Welfare Act 1925 which remained 
in place for the next 50 years (Dalley, 1998). The war toll, declining reproduction in the Pākehā 
society compared with declining mortality and increasing reproduction in Māori society created a 
public and political interest in quantity and ‘quality’ (meaning European-dominated) of the 
populace. Thereby motivation at the core of increased state efforts to regulate children’s health 
and welfare was to benefit Pākehā children as the source of the nation’s healthy and race-
appropriate future. One repeating theme of welfare and child welfare is that greater public concern 
led to greater state involvement in and control of New Zealand families’ lives. 
 
The time after the Second World War saw a significant expansion of social security with the 
Labour government of the time aiming to create a welfare state where all citizens would be looked 
after in health, housing, pensions, education and social welfare. But all citizens were not equal. 
For instance pensions for Māori were smaller than for Europeans: “as Māori were not yet fully 
assimilated and contributing maximally to the economy, they should not reap the full fruits of the 
Pākehā-based welfare state” (Hill, 2004, p. 169). Strong increases of child welfare officers 
resulted unsurprisingly in increasing numbers of children / young people coming to attention. By 
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the mid 1940’s Māori children comprised for the first time a noticeable number of overall child 
welfare cases mostly due to the presence for the first time of child welfare officers in Māori 
communities and a starting drift of Māori to towns. The relatively few Māori children coming into 
state care could easily be placed with Māori families or passed back to tribal committees. Only 
from the 1970’s escalating numbers made this impossible and Māori children were increasingly 
placed with Pākehā families.  At that time foster care mostly meant long-term care and ties to 
their tribal and cultural belonging were typically severed. From around the same time there was 
increasing alarm about the growing cost of providing welfare services; the previously dominant 
promotion of an all-encompassing welfare state made way to philosophies of ‘user pays’ and 
castigations of welfare dependency. 
 
Labrum (2004) characterises the state’s relationships with families in need between 1920 to 1970 
as ‘discretionary’ state welfare assistance and different to the later welfare assistance based on 
assured rights and clear statutory guidelines. Where the (typically male) breadwinner was present 
in the household, early social services were careful not to take over his role; assistance typically 
came in where the husband had left or was incapacitated. Until 1945 clients of discretionary 
services were almost exclusively Pākehā. “The family was considered the best place for children 
and spouses were encouraged to stay together or re-unite: children and their parents were the 
cornerstone of society” (Labrum, 2004, p.166). Once Māori started to feature in social security 
statistics, it was initially predominantly for matters of delinquency and court appearances. Māori 
welfare officers paternalistically aimed to bring Māori families up to scratch so they could meet 
their obligations as citizens rather than being reliant on state assistance (Labrum, 2004). 
Urbanisation of many Māori in the 1950’s and 60’s and the associated requirements of housing, 
permanent earnings and expected participation in education also brought with it sharp increases 
in state welfare – Māori whānau interactions. Records of the time attest ongoing struggles of 
Pākehā welfare officers to understand Māori needs such as taking their deceased back to tribal 
homelands or practices such as whāngai-adoptions without formalisation in law. There is however 
no research to pinpoint when exactly violence within Māori whānau became prevalent (Dobbs & 
Eruera, 2014). And there is little research or literature about how specific iwi engage with whānau 
violence issues within their own tikanga. 
  
“There is growing evidence of dysfunction in some Māori families in which children 
are no longer safe and parents are out of control and do not know what they are 
doing. Pākehā law is not sufficient to deal with the human debris left in the wake 
of recent changes in economic and political policies, continuing policies of 
assimilation and a host of other reasons, such as drug taking and alcoholism” 
(Mead, 2003, p.232). 
 
Dalley (2004) makes the important point that child abuse is not a sudden phenomenon which 
ballooned in scale from the end of the twentieth century. More likely apparent surges are the 
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result of publicity, e.g. around major cases, and overall welfare policy direction (between the 
1920’s and 60’s welfare focussed on family rather than child welfare). 
 
“Publicity has a great potential to increase the notification of cases, and the 
discovery or ‘rediscovery’ of abuse is no evidence that the problem is actually 
increasing” (Linda Gordon, as cited in Dalley, 2004). 
  
13. Pūao-Te-Ata-Tū and the Children, Young Persons and their Families Act 
1989 
By 1981 just under half of all children deemed in need of care were Māōri, a percentage not 
dissimilar than today but more accentuated considering that the percentage of Māori within the 
overall population was smaller then. From the 1980’s onwards, activist groups and Māori staff 
within the Department of Social Welfare accused the Department and the Child and Young 
Persons Act 1974 of being intrinsically racist. Criticism was levelled at the imbalance of 
indigenous / non-indigenous staffing within the Department, assessments and decision making 
without consideration of whānau and no indigenous participation in control of power and 
resources. In 1985 Minister of Social Welfare Anne Hercus appointed an advisory committee to 
produce a comprehensive report on a Māori perspective. This Ministerial Advisory Committee 
was headed by the Tūhoe rangatira John Rangihau, its members were leaders of the Māori 
community and the public service. In 1988 they produced their report named Pūao-Te-Ata-Tū 
(Day Break). Pūao-Te-Ata-Tū is mentioned in nearly all literature examining recent developments 
in statutory welfare and is unanimously considered as one of the most influential and 
transformative public documents of recent times in matters of social welfare and beyond. 
 
“This report changed the game. It drew attention to the deeply monochromatic 
nature of New Zealand’s family laws and policies. For the first time in an official 
journal, it told the story of Māori custom and the whānau and the struggle of Māori 
communities to maintain the relevance of that institution in the face of laws 
inconsistent with its continued life” (Williams, 2013, p. 24). 
 
Pūao-Te-Ata-Tū raised hopes of a new openness to Māori aspirations and an unprecedented era 
of co-operation and collaboration between Māori and State agencies.  It signalled “a discursive 
shift from a deficit model, which had positioned Māori and Māori perspectives as unworthy of 
serious consideration, to an additive discourse which provided for parts of Māori cultural 
narratives to be added to the existing philosophical frameworks” (Love, 2002, p.15).  The report 
claimed that institutional racism was affecting policy formation and service delivery, stating that 
“at the heart of the issue is a profound misunderstanding or ignorance of the place of the child in 
Māori society and its relationship with whānau, hapū, iwi structures” (Ministerial Advisory 
Committee, 1986, p.7). It recommended that significant changes are made to policies and 
practices of government agencies so that Māori are given more responsibility over allocation and 
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monitoring of resources and highlighted the challenge this would in turn present to Māori to 
significantly strengthen tribal networks. Its recommendation 4c, that the Children and Young 
Persons Act 1974 be reviewed, led to the Children, Young Persons and their Families Act 1989, 
which is still in force until today albeit a number of amendments have been made since. Pūao-
Te-Ata-Tū went on to list principles upon which the new Act should be based regarding Court and 
statutory welfare processes, particularly placement for Māori children.  Key elements were that: 
• Regard must be given to the desirability of a Māori child remaining within the child’s hapū. 
• That the whānau-/-hapū-/-iwi must be consulted and may be heard in Court regarding the 
placement of a Māori child. 
• That Court-/-social welfare or other officials are required to make inquiries as to a Māori 
child’s heritage and family links. 
• That Court-/-social welfare or other officials have the kind of skills and experience required 
for dealing with Māori children and their hapū and understand Māori cultural preferences, 
circumstances and aspirations. 
 
Pūao-Te-Ata-Tū “became the key driver of the Children, Young Persons and their Families Act 
1989 (1989 Act) in which court intervention is mandated where a child is in need of care and 
protection” (Williams, 2013, p.24). These principles within this legislation represent the ‘spirit’ of 
the Act upon which sound social work, court efforts and decision making for vulnerable children 
should be based. Many of the principles of the Act relate to inclusion of Māori whānau, hapū and 
iwi in decision making. For example: it mandates the Family Group Conference and emphasises 
the importance of Māori children in need of care and protection remaining within their whānau 
areas. In addition consideration should be given to the child’s own wishes and sense of time 
wherever possible, also that intervention into families’ lives should be kept to the minimum 
necessary to ensure the child’s safety and protection.  Not included is the notion in Pūao-Te-Ata-
Tū for appropriate skills, experience and understanding pertaining to Māori being a core 
requirement of those executing statutory welfare.  Section 187 provides for the option of a cultural 
report being ordered by the Family Court.  This would appear to have great potential to obtain 
insight into a Māori child’s connections of belonging and intervention / placement options 
therefrom.  The reality is however that this legal provision has only very rarely been called upon. 
 
Section 5 lists the general principles applying to both Care & Protection (child protection) and 
Youth Justice; section 13 the Care & Protection principles. They are attached in full in appendix 
2; the section 208 Youth Justice principles are omitted for the purposes of this literature review. 
At their core is the goal that children remain within their immediate or wider whānau-/-families 
wherever safely possible and that social work and court decisions affecting them are made with 
their families, wider families, whānau, hapū and iwi. The term ‘foster care’ is no longer used in 
the legislation. The Family Group Conference (FGC) process in particular has been hailed as the 
greatest innovation of the Children, Young Persons and their Families Act 1989. Its key effect 
was to reduce the power of professionals, e.g. health, education, social work, to make decisions 
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for children irrespective of their families. Professionals offer their information and potential part in 
a resulting plan, but the key decision making lies with the families / whānau with the safeguard of 
the statutory (CYF) social worker needing to agree to a bottom line of safety / wellbeing of the 
child or children. Ideally the resulting plan would be meaningful to families and reflect the 
principles of the Act. 
 
The Children and Young Persons Act 1974 had a strong focus on child protection with a resulting 
social work intervention focus that has been described as a ‘child rescue’ model (Barrington, 
2004). Its main focus was the paramountcy principle which requires that the best interests of the 
child should be the first and main consideration in decisions about the child’s safety or well-being.  
The paramountcy principle is still at the heart of the 1989 legislation (section 6), but is moderated 
by regard needing to be given to the above mentioned general and care and protection principles 
(sections 5 and 13). In 1991 Robin Wilson2 (the first General Manager of New Zealand Children 
and Young Persons Service) summed up the philosophical shift in child welfare when she 
informed the Minister of Social Welfare: “The state cannot be a family for a child” (Wilson, as cited 
in Labrum, 2004). The Report of a 1992 Ministerial Review of the implementation of the Children, 
Young Persons and their Families Act 1989 became widely known as the Mason report. It 
confirmed that pre-1989 legislation prevalent attitudes were: 
 
“In simple terms the interests and welfare of the child or young person took priority 
over the interests and welfare of the family … The prevailing attitude was on of 
‘...we in the Department of Social Welfare know best how to look after your child – 
leave it to us!’ Consequently many children were placed in long-term foster care 
of became ‘lost’ in institutional care (Barrington, 2004, p.14).” 
 
When the Bill that was to become the Children, Young Persons and their Families Act was 
debated in 1987, there was much apprehension among professionals, e.g. health and education, 
about the starkly reduced role of multi-disciplinary experts from decision makers to information 
givers. Fear was voiced “that the family, being abusive, would not act in the child’s best interests, 
and would subject the social worker to ‘capture’ through weight of numbers, cultural relativism 
etc”, also “that the FGC would not have sufficient expertise at its disposal…” (Dr. Ian Hassall, as 
cited in Barrington, 2004). The Mason report also warned that children may be rendered more 
vulnerable due to competing interests of increasing numbers of whānau and other participants 
impacting on safe decision making. The institution of an Office of Commissioner for Children, with 
wide ranging child advocacy and some monitoring functions of CYF, was added to the Bill at a 
                                          
2 New Zealand Children and Young Persons Service was renamed in 1996 to Children, Young 
Persons, and their Families Service to reflect the philosophical shift of the 1989 legislation. 
The service is presently known as Child, Youth and Family, but will be restructured and 
renamed “Ministry for Vulnerable Children, Oranga Tamariki” from April 2017. 
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very late stage. This is widely believed to be a concession to those professional concerns; Dr Ian 
Hassall became the first commissioner. 
 
14. Māori perspectives on state welfare services  
As this review of the literature has found earlier, violence against children was a rare exception 
in pre-colonial times and sharing parenting responsibilities was the norm. Taonui (2012) 
concludes that this suggests that today’s high rates of child abuse among Māori have their origin 
in the post Māori-European contact period. He takes this further by suggesting that the structures 
and organisations that address child maltreatment derive from the structures that created the 
problem in the first place, and thus maltreatment is influenced by a removal -/- alienation of the 
child from their indigenous culture and not the inherent nature of it. Berating Māori leaders of 
decimated communities featuring disproportionately high in abuse and violence statistics is in this 
context ignorant and arrogant. One aspect which Hoeata et al. (2011) believe to be a strong 
contributor to violence within Māori households is a shift towards patriarchal family structures 
brought about by colonisation, further stresses being added by today’s economic reality of women 
struggling to meet according household and parenting expectations as well as earning a second 
income. 
“The passivity and submission by Māori women to men is not of a traditional Māori 
world but stems from the colonisation of traditional Māori life ways through the 
imposition of a patriarchal monotheistic religion and British settler culture” (Hoeata 
et al., 2011, p.7). 
 
 Piripi (2011) also locates one of the main causes for Māori disparity in dysfunction and 
deprivation in the public sector’s failure to recognise and address the Treaty status of Māori 
society and a misplaced focus on the individual (Māori) needing to put more effort into 
improvement. He places hopes on “public servants to show leadership in the delivery of frank and 
honest advice, which can mitigate the fragility of political agendas and public demands” (p.241). 
Taonui suggests that current child protection measures address symptoms rather than causes; 
he offers ways forward which echo Pūao-Te-Ata-Tū: that more Māori with strong cultural skills 
need to be a part of decision making for children in need, that Pākehā working with Māori children 
need cultural re-training and that the reporting (of concerns) needs to be devolved to appropriately 
resourced Māori-centred or Māori-sensitive organisations. And finally ‘re-enculturation’ of 
individuals, families and tribal groups with the aim of making potential victims less isolated and 
vulnerable and more emancipated and making potential perpetrators of violence more aware of 
the traditional values of their culture and thereby less likely to transgress them. Because “the 
current crisis derives from cumulative intergenerational experiences of colonisation, alienation 
and impoverishment”, Taonui believes that re-enculturation will result in “culturally strong families 
(who) are less violent (and that) culturally based programs for Māori are more likely to be 
successful” (p.176). 
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There is general consensus in literature written by Māori authors that solutions are best sought 
in cultural re-connection and the recovery of matauranga Māori (Māori knowledge, wisdom) and 
tikanga.  A pioneer of this approach was Sir Apirana Ngata (1874-1950), the first Māori to attain 
degrees at New Zealand universities (BA’s in politics and law) and Member of Parliament from 
1905 to 1943.  Ngata is among many things remembered for his great contributions to Māori 
culture and language, one example being the establishment of the School of Māori Arts and Crafts 
in Rotorua (Mead, 2003). A central pillar in this process and an important aspect of social capital3 
for Māori is the learning of Te Reo Māori and the promotion of the intergenerational dialogue so 
that tamariki Māori maintain their understanding of and identity within Te Ao Māori (the Māori 
world) (Waldon, 2011). Those rights are embedded in Article Two of the Treaty of Waitangi and 
Article 30 of the Convention of the Rights of Children which states:   
Article 30: Minority or indigenous children have the right to learn about and practice 
their own culture, language and religion. The right to practice one’s own culture, 
language and religion applies to everyone; the Convention here highlights this right 
in instances where the practices are not shared by the majority of people in the 
country. (United Nations, 1989, p.9). 
 
An understanding of Te Ao Māori including Māori concepts of health and wellbeing are essential 
to providing for tamariki Māori as indigenous children. Successful programmes for prevention of 
violence within Māori whānau should equally be grounded in Te Reo and tikanga Māori (Dobbs 
& Eruera, 2014). Government agencies should work closely with iwi to incorporate iwi needs, 
priorities and aspirations and adequately resource relevant research, evaluation and leadership 
that build local knowledge and capacity within a Māori worldview. Western approaches and 
frameworks for family violence have not curbed the epidemic and are failing Māori (Kruger et al, 
2004). Tikanga Māori provides a conceptual framework to address whānau violence and kaupapa 
Māori models are critical to achieving change. As identified earlier, there is a dearth in research 
to identify at which point family violence became a significant issue for Māori and traditional 
methods to prevent it or deal with it were marginalised; there is also very little iwi specific research 
on these issues. Some Māori writers (e.g. Taonui, Love) decry a disproportionate focus of the 
New Zealand media on negative statistics and events involving Māori which serves to reinforce 
racist stereotypes and undermines the negotiation of constructive ways forward by Māori 
providers and strategists. The resulting increasingly controlling and punitive efforts by statutory 
agencies promote in turn a resistant “bunker” reaction by many affected Māori communities. The 
recommendation is for a positive investment in services that are viewed as safe and supportive.   
 
Since the Children, Young Persons and their Families Act 1989 criticism has arisen that Māori 
processes, i.e. whānau hui, were being appropriated and transformed, thereby removing the 
                                          
3 Social capital: “collective values of all social networks and the inclinations that arise from these 
networks to do things for each other” (Denley, 2009, p. 32). 
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essence of successful operation, including whānau rangatiratanga (Love, 2000).  And further that 
the processes, procedures and regulations Māori tribal entities must conform to in order to be 
recognised as an approved Iwi Authority -/- Social Service under the Children, Young Persons 
and their Families Act, claiming that these entities were modelled on the very Pākehā institutions 
from which Māori were seeking emancipation (Walker, as cited in Love, 2002). Walker describes 
these processes and structures as “replacing white bureaucracies with brown bureaucracies” 
(p.29). Durie’s (1998) analysis is that policies in health, welfare and education are developed first, 
then Māori are asked to react after which their views may be added; what is wanted is an 
integrated Māori-inclusive approach throughout all policy development stages. As Jackson (1995, 
as cited in Love, 2002) states: “Justice for Māori does not mean the grafting of Māori processes 
onto a system that retains the authority to determine the extent, applicability and validity of those 
processes” (p.27). 
 
15. Progress made under Pūao-Te-Ata-Tū 
Pūao-Te-Ata-Tū effected significant progress towards the incorporation of tikanga Māori into 
government policies not only of the social but the wider public sector. Its ultimate recommendation 
of true autonomy-/-rangatiratanga for Māori communities and organisations retaking control of 
social issues in partnership with, rather than in subordination to the state, was to be denied (Hill, 
2009).  Māori organisations continue to need state agency approvals in order to provide 
contracted services or to have entitlements before the Family Court such as being a legal 
custodian for a child. Family Group Conference Coordinators are appointed by the Department 
of Social Welfare, now the Ministry of Social Development and have in fact to date been 
employees of CYF.  Healy (2009) points to the lack of a consultative forum at iwi rangatira level, 
as was in place post Pūao-Te-Ata-Tū in the form of district executive committees, which were 
abolished by the Department of Social Welfare in 1991. The purpose of district executive 
committees was to increase lay and Māori participation in social welfare decision making. Similar 
regret is levelled at the abolishment of the Maatua Whāngai programme despite recommendation 
7 of Pūao-Te-Ata-Tū that it be returned to its original focus (nurturing Māori children within the 
family group) and be adequately funded through tribal authorities. The Maatua Whāngai 
programme was established in 1983 and run jointly by the departments of Māori Affairs and Social 
Welfare. It was initially focussed on obtaining more Māori foster parents, but quickly expanded to 
a community-based programme of strengthening whānau and iwi networks.  A ministerial review 
of Child, Youth and Family spoke of the vast advantages of the Maatua Whāngai concept and 
was critical of its discontinuation (Brown, 2000). 
 
“From my observations and experience, the concept of Maatua Whāngai has vast 
advantages. In all placement decisions one would hope that in the first instance 
the suitable and appropriate option can appear within the family, whānau, hapū 
group, whatever the race of the child” (p.81). 
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Families as well as community and iwi groups have often found themselves inadequately 
resourced to fulfil the central role which they have since the Act came into effect (Dalley, 1998). 
Whānau, hapū and iwi were being asked to resolve significant child welfare problems of arguably 
epidemic proportions without being provided with appropriate resources as had been an important 
part of Pūao-Te-Ata-Tū recommendations. Williams (2013) points out that 
 
“While tribes have taken sole or shared responsibility in some areas of 
environmental regulation through Treaty settlement negotiations, there has been 
no equivalent development in the family law area. Iwi social service organisations 
remain in their limited roles as contracted providers of government services. There 
is no steady development toward iwi uptake of jurisdiction. This was not the vision 
of the Pūao-Te-Ata-Tū Committee in 1988” (p.26). 
 
A contrast that is drawn repeatedly is between the traditional Māori tribal order, geared towards 
participatory government at its base, and that of the Crown “which, as a capitalist state, sanctions 
the accumulation of resources and power to centres of concentration with the resulting 
disempowerment of many individuals and communities” (Healy, 2009, p.248). A key inhibitor to a 
genuine partnership is the Crown’s institutionalisation of itself as the sole source of law and 
authority, which raises the question whether or not Māori aspirations can be realised within the 
existing constitutional framework. It is worth noting here that as recent as 2006 the report of United 
Nations Special Rapporteur Professor Rodolfo Stavenhagen, while acknowledging positive 
aspects, recognised significant difficulty and discrimination affecting Māori in many areas and a 
continued denial of their right to self-determination. Specific to social policy the report identified 
that more targeted research evaluation was required in order to target and tailor to Māori needs. 
It recommended a reform, constitutional or similar, to the effect that Māori are recognised and 
provided for as a distinct people with their own alternative system of knowledge, philosophy and 
law. 
 
16. Some international comparisons 
The United States of America (USA), Canada and Australia are countries with provincial and 
federal governments; in Canada and Australia responsibility for child welfare lies with the 
provincial governments. 
 
The American Indian experience 
In the USA it is governed by national legislation with regards to Native American children by the 
Indian Child Welfare Act 1978 (ICWA). The ICWA has been considered as an inspirational model 
by many international indigenous communities (Libesman, 2014) and is currently the highest level 
of transfer of child welfare authority to indigenous peoples. The main motivation for its creation 
was to slow the flow of American Indian children coming into state care at dramatically higher 
proportions than non-Indian children. It was estimated that in the 1970’s between 25% and 35% 
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of all Indian children were at some stage living in institutions or with non-Indian families, which 
essentially amounted to cultural genocide (Frichner, 2010).  The main causes for this are similar 
to those identified in the histories of other indigenous populations: assimilation policies 
purposefully aimed at destabilising native communities, e.g. through federal boarding school 
dormitory programs, and culturally prejudiced state welfare systems. 
 
“The standards used by social workers with narrow conceptions of proper child 
rearing practices were largely biased towards nuclear families and Anglo-
American ideals about family structure”... “state workers deemed a child neglected 
if left with non-parent community members for an extended period of time, because 
this type of care arrangement is inconsistent with normal parenting within a nuclear 
family.” (Frichner, 2010, p.4) 
 
The ICWA transfers child welfare jurisdiction and administration to a tribal authority for indigenous 
children living within a reservation; for those living outside reservations the state and tribes have 
shared jurisdiction. Child Welfare agencies must make efforts to prevent state care; where state 
care becomes necessary placements must follow a priority hierarchy from within the child’s 
extended family the first preferred option, then with other tribal members, then with any American 
Indian family and lastly with non-Indians. Where a child is taken into care outside a reservation, 
the tribe must be notified.  Libesman points out that the term Indian is a colonial invention. There 
are 556 tribes and 314 reservations plus 200 Alaskan native villages recognised by the US 
government and determining a single identity to children with mixed backgrounds and the 
resulting location of jurisdiction is often difficult. A controversial aspect of the ICWA is that it 
appoints judicial weight to both the tribe’s interests and the individual child’s best interest, while 
in other jurisdictions the child’s best interest is paramount. In recent times a new doctrine has 
watered down the ICWA’s authority in cases relating to the ‘existing Indian family’ exception to 
the Act.  The Supreme Court has ruled that the ICWA does not apply where a child’s parents do 
not have a social, political or cultural relationship with the tribe. The exception has typically been 
invoked in cased of a non-Indian mother wishing for her child to be adopted to a non-Indian family 
with the Indian father or tribe objecting. Some critics, such as Frichner (2010) have described 
these exception of the applicability of ICWA as a misinterpretation of the law, since the children 
involved still meet the statute’s explicit definition of being ‘Indian’ children. Overall however, 
review studies have found that in the large majority of cases of American Indian children being 
removed from their parents, they were placed in accordance with the ICWA’s preferences for 
familial or native homes (Limb et al., 2004). 
 
The Manitoba model in Canada 
While the ICWA allows for the actual transfer of child welfare authority to indigenous organisations 
in the USA; any power given to First Nations children agencies in Canada is delegated power 
under the authority of mainstream legislation. The level of these varies across the provinces and 
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territories and among these the Manitoba model, with its tripartite agreements between tribal 
authority, provincial and federal governments developed and improved since the 1980’s, is 
generally regarded as best practice. Among the guiding principles for the Manitoba model are the 
importance of the preservation of Aboriginal cultural identity and a decentralisation of services 
which must involve Aboriginal people and recognise their priorities and special needs. The 
Manitoba Child and Family Services Act 1984 requests that “where child protection matters are 
brought to Court by a non-Aboriginal agency, Aboriginal agency which serves the child’s 
community must be given notice of the proceedings” (Libesman, 2004, p.5). 
 
Criticism concerning Canadian indigenous child welfare has been levelled at the transfer of 
responsibilities without a transfer of sufficient resources or authority.  Harris-Short (2012) found 
that in Canada indigenous-controlled child welfare agencies have been able to generate far higher 
levels of community support than non-indigenous agencies with a sense of control replacing a 
sense of invasion.  However indigenous self-government over child welfare also needs to be seen 
within the wider context of rebuilding healthy, functioning, cultural, social, economic, legal and 
political communities; without a holistic approach to community needs chances to significantly 
improve child welfare in isolation are limited.  Her study also points to serious questions where 
indigenous self-governed bodies exercise functions typically reserved to national government 
agencies, i.e. acute child protection or providing care for children in legal custody.  The inquiry 
into the death of 15 year old Lester Desjarlais while in the care of an indigenous-controlled child 
welfare agency Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services (DOCFS) highlighted factors that limit 
the agency’s and the community’s capacity to protect the most vulnerable. Among these are acute 
material and cultural poverty in the wider context of colonial dispossession and mass-relocation 
of Aboriginal people. Geographical and societal isolation over several generations have excluded 
them from the general advances and benefits of the overall society while also having been 
deprived of their traditional economic and subsistence base. 
 
The Desjarlais Inquiry suggested that violence in Canadian Aboriginal communities has reached 
epidemic proportions. 
 
“It is estimated that up to 80 per cent of Aboriginal girls and 50 per cent of 
Aboriginal boys in the North West Territories have been sexually abused by the 
age of eight” (Harris-Short, 2012, p. 131). 
 
Political interference was identified as another factor with community and local leadership 
participation spilling over into inappropriate and dangerous interference with the professional 
decisions of DOCFS child welfare social workers. This could come in the form of a dogmatic 
adherence to policies, e.g. that a child is best placed within its indigenous community, at the 
expense of recognising individual risk factors and ensuring adequate safeguards for the individual 
rights and interests of indigenous children.  Also, being Aboriginal and having life experience were 
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deemed more important than formal child protection qualifications with resulting findings that 
despite best intentions basic incompetence in child protection work was putting the lives of 
children at risk. 
 
The inquiry acknowledged child protection work as difficult, highly skilled and requiring 
qualifications, training, experience and clinical oversight; it recognised a lack of appropriately 
qualified Aboriginal social workers as an issue affecting all (Canadian) child welfare agencies 
(Harris-Short, 2012). There are examples where Canadian indigenous parents have challenged 
the state’s right to exercise child / youth protection law over their children - cases which were 
ultimately dismissed in the Supreme Court.  As a result a constitutional right to indigenous self-
government with respect to child welfare is currently unlikely to be recognised in the Canadian 
Courts. Concurrently doubts are raised about the value of an academic debate about 
decolonisation and self-government in national and international law while indigenous 
communities struggle with immediate concerns such as unsuitable housing, alcohol and drug 
abuse, family violence and serious abuse, including sexual, of children. 
 
Overcoming centuries of colonisation and oppression in Australia 
Australia has as yet no Aboriginal-controlled child welfare agencies that might offer comparisons 
to the risk or advantages of Aboriginal self-government. Serious socio-economic and governance 
problems would make attempts to restore community control over child welfare similarly or more 
difficult than in Canada. In addition to the factors highlighted above, rampant alcohol and drug 
abuse in particular is wreaking havoc on Australian Aboriginal communities and the safety of 
children. Again family violence and the sexual abuse of children in some Aboriginal communities 
are described as having reached epidemic proportions (Aboriginal Child Sexual Assault 
Taskforce, 2006). In 1984, influenced by the American ICWA 1978, the Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander Child Placement Principle (AICPP) was accepted at a Social Welfare Ministers 
Conference and to varying degrees incorporated into child welfare legislations and policies of 
Australian states and territories (Tilbury, 2013). Its establishment marked a time when Australia’s 
policy direction shifted from the historic brutal assimilation policy to promoting self-determination 
of Aboriginal peoples. AICPP aims to: 
1. Recognise and protect the rights of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander children, family 
members and communities. 
2. Increase the level of self-determination for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people in 
child welfare matters. 
3. Reduce the disproportionate representation of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
children in the child protection system. 
 
The disproportionate representation of indigenous children in child protection and out of home 
placements has continued unabated as has been identified and lamented in numerous inquiries 
such as the ground-breaking “Bringing them Home’ inquiry (Human Rights and Equal 
32 
 
Opportunities Commission, 1997). Its recommendations included (in more detail) for the Council 
of Australian Governments to negotiate with the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Commission 
and Social Justice Commissioner and the Secretariats of the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
Child Care and Legal Services matters of self-determination, national legislative standards for 
indigenous children and national standardisation of the indigenous placement principle with 
observation of the order of preference: 
1. Placement with a member of the child’s family. 
2. Placement with a member of the child’s community (observing local custom and practice 
of responsibility order). 
3. Placement with another indigenous carer. 
 
Where these options are not available or unsafe and a child is placed with non-indigenous carers, 
family reunion must be the primary objective and continuous contact with the child’s family, 
community and culture must be ensured. As of 30 June 2013 57.1 per 1000 Australian indigenous 
children were in out-of-home care, a ratio that is 10.6 times higher than that of  non-indigenous 
children (5.4 per 1000) (Australian Institute of Family Studies, 2015). State specific the Northern 
Territory population is different to other states in that is has a high indigenous proportion (above 
30% compared to 2.3% nationally as of the 2006 Census). In 2007 a report named ‘Ampe 
Akelyernemane Meke Mekarle-Little Children are Sacred’ was released, commissioned by a 
board of inquiry of the Northern Territory Government (Northern Territory Government Australia, 
2007). The report confirmed findings of previous similar inquiries, namely extensive violence and 
dysfunction in aboriginal communities together with high levels of sexual abuse of children 
exacerbated by poor health, alcohol and drug abuse, unemployment, gambling, pornography, 
poor education and housing, and a general loss of identity and control (Oliver, 2012). What made 
this report different was the dramatic and almost immediate response of the federal government 
implemented by the Northern Territory National Emergency Response Act 2007 (NTER), 
commonly known as “the Federal Intervention” or “the Intervention”. NTER has drawn much 
criticism, due to its suspension of the Racial Discrimination Act 1975 to implement changes to 
welfare provision (‘quarantined’ welfare payments), law enforcement and land tenure based on 
ethnicity and also due to findings since that none of its measures had an immediate impact on 
levels of abuse and neglect of indigenous children. Its credibility was contentious from the outset 
and “anyone anticipating that the strategies of the Federal Intervention would bring immediate 
change to the circumstances of children and young persons in the Northern Territory would have 
been both extraordinarily optimistic and totally divorced from reality” (Oliver, 2012, p.141). 
Governmental monitoring reports attested that three years after the implementation of NTER little 
had been achieved (Department of Families, Housing, Community Services and Indigenous 
Affairs, 2010). As Libesman (2012) has noted, many of the old oppressive practices were 
activated: 
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“While reforms to child protection legislation have adopted human rights principles 
of cultural recognition and participation by Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
organisations, the Intervention has adopted a paternalistic approach, which heavy-
handedly attempts to impose Eurocentric and punitive measures to ‘clean up’ 
Aboriginal communities” (p.191). 
  
The Sami: economically well off, culturally vulnerable 
Jacobs & Saus (2012) add a perspective on child welfare services for indigenous Norwegian 
Sami. Traditionally inland Sami followed the reindeer herds throughout their seasonal journeys, 
while coastal Sami were not nomadic and combined small scale farming and fishing. The Sami 
cultural identity has also been affected by a history of harsh assimilation practices, the historical 
banning of Sami languages as well as the social processes of inter-ethnic marriages. Sami are 
present in Norway, Sweden, Finland and Russia with differing ways of identifying as Sami. Sami 
Parliaments exist in the three Scandinavian countries; their establishment within national political 
systems required new understandings of representative democracy in relation to indigenous 
minorities. 
 
“Based on the realisation that the principle of equal weighting of ballots during 
elections in multi-cultural societies means that ethnic minorities as a constant 
minority will be at the mercy of the constant majority, attempts were made to find 
arrangements that to a greater extent would ensure that the Sami would have a 
voice and be heard” (Josefsen, 2010, p.6). 
 
While Sami living in Russia still struggle economically, socially and politically, those living in 
Finland, Sweden and Norway are able to exercise genuine influence on their own situation at 
central, regional and local government levels. 
 
In Norway identification is based on enrolling as Sami, speaking Sami or having Sami-speaking 
parents or grandparents, and have an internalised sense of ‘Saminess’. There is no specific child 
welfare law for Sami children, a notion which would run counter to Norway’s strong sense of 
equality; the country’s traditional social democratic ideology strives to provide the same services 
to all regardless of culture. This has been criticised as being inconsistent with the international 
rights of children which can be interpreted as promoting culture-specific child welfare. In Norway 
governmental child welfare data do not distinguish racial or ethnic information which adds to a 
difficulty to evaluate or research Sami children in relation to child welfare. In contrast to the USA, 
Canada, Australia and New Zealand, there is however no indication that Sami children today fare 
better or worse than the non-indigenous population “due to the emphasis on sameness in social 
services and the generally high standards of living in Norway” (Sauss, 2012, p.285). However, 
Saus believes that “except for child welfare workers that know about and feel some responsibility 
to their Indigenous clients, it is not clear who is in charge of assuring Sami children’s cultural 
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rights are protected” (p.282), i.e. who is there to ensure indigenous rights to adequate cultural 
services. Another area of contention relates to those Sami children and young people who live 
outside Sami regions which in 2007 were 70% of all Sami under 18-year olds (Rasmus, 2011). 
Their right to have their language and culture nurtured remains far less realised than for those 
living within Sami regions. 
 
“The majority of young people who took part in the study were proud of their Saami 
identity. This is a far cry from the times when a Saami background was something 
to be concealed, even from one’s closest friends.The decades of efforts on behalf 
of Saami language and teaching in Saami have clearly strengthened the ethnic 
identity of Saami youth” (Rasmus, 2011, p.11). 
 
The four countries briefly discussed here are all negotiate differently what Libesman (2012) calls 
“the tension between homogenous Western ways of framing responses to Indigenous children’s 
welfare and more inclusive pluralised understandings” (p.183). There is considerable public and 
professional sentiment in both Canada and Australia that a proceeding with indigenous self-
government over child welfare in the context of such seemingly overwhelming problems is 
irresponsible. Harris-Short still recommends that striving for the delicate balance between the 
inherent right of indigenous people to self-government and the ensuring of adequate safeguards 
for the individual child is the goal. The tension remains between emphasis on devolution of 
authority to local indigenous levels and the risks of political and family interference with 
appropriate child protection. Equal partnership, rather than an adherence to the traditional 
hierarchical relationship between sovereign and subject should be the modus operandi. 
Concerning the ultimate right and responsibility to interfere in matters of child protection, she 
concludes: 
 
“If indigenous communities do not comply with international standards as determined in dialogue 
with states or ultimately by the relevant international body, the state, which remains ultimately 
accountable under international law for the treatment of indigenous individuals within its 
jurisdiction, will have the right to intervene” (p.290).  
 
 
 
17. Current child welfare developments in New Zealand 
In 2011 the Green Paper for Vulnerable Children sought the views of New Zealanders on how 
children can be better protected from abuse and neglect and nearly 10,000 submissions were 
received.  The subsequent 2012 White Paper set out actions the Government intends to take to 
get better outcomes for most-at-risk children which led to the formulation of the Children’s Action 
Plan. The plan is described as a living document that will continue to evolve (New Zealand 
Government, 2015). Its actions include changes to legislation, increased inter-agency information 
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sharing, compulsory screening of those professionals who work with children and the 
establishment of local children’s teams. The piece of legislation that resulted from and now sits 
at the centre of the Children’s Action Plan is the Vulnerable Children Act 2014. It allocates new 
legislative accountabilities and responsibilities for protecting and improving the lives of vulnerable 
children to the heads of five government departments (NZ Police and the Ministries of Health, 
Education, Justice, and Social Development). The Vulnerable Children Act 2014 legislates for: 
• Safety checking of every person in the central government children’s workforce; people with 
serious convictions will be prohibited from working closely with children unless granted an 
exemption. 
• Parents who have seriously abused or even killed children will have to prove that they are 
safe to parent should they have further children (to date the onus is on CYF to make 
applications to the Family Court for subsequent children). 
• Guardianship rights of birth parents can be curtailed in extreme cases (to date a birth parent 
always retains additional guardianship even where custody-/-day-to-day care of a child is with 
CYF, maintaining the parent’s rights to decide on educational, medical and other matters). 
• In cases of severe abuse a parent’s ability to disrupt or destabilise a new home for life direction 
of the affected children will be curtailed. 
 
The Vulnerable Children Act 2014 required the according amendments to other legislation, in 
particular the Children, Young Persons and their Families Act 1989. 
 
The new Children’s Teams were first piloted in Rotorua and Whangarei, eight further teams are 
currently being established in Horowhenua / Otaki, Marlborough, Hamilton, Eastern Bay of Plenty, 
Tairawhiti, Whanganui, Clendon-/-Manurewa-/-Papakura and Christchurch. Only few additional 
positions are created with the Children’s Team approach; the core idea is to bring local 
practitioners of existing services together with a multi-agency plan (Child’s Action Plan) around 
individual vulnerable children-/-families (Child’s Action Team brought together by a Lead 
Professional). The anticipated client group include children for which concerns have been 
identified which do not at this stage warrant a statutory response by CYF; parental-/-guardian 
consent is a requirement. The aim is to build strengths and safety and reduce risks of abuse or 
neglect of children. Allegations of abuse will still be investigated by CYF with potential intervention 
measures thereafter. The Children’s Team approach is designed to be flexible and adjust to local 
variances and build on local knowledge and leadership. 
 
In April 2015 Social Development Minister Anne Tolley announced the establishment of an 
independent panel to review CYF’s operations, to be chaired by Paula Rebstock and named 
‘Modernising Child, Youth and Family Expert Panel’.  
 
“New Zealand used to be a world leader in the field of child protection, but I believe 
we are now eight to ten years behind in our thinking in some important areas, such 
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as how we support children in state care”  (Minister Anne Tolley, New Zealand 
Government, 2015). 
 
In July 2015 the panel presented their interim report to be followed by a business case and 
recommendations for the development of a future operating model (Expert Advisory Panel, 2015). 
The report notes that despite numerous reviews and restructures between 1988 and 2014, CYF 
has not made the necessary strategic and operational changes to make sufficient positive 
differences in the lives of the children and young people it serves. It identified a service primarily 
focussed on reacting to incidents with insufficient responses to complex and chronic needs. Past 
reviews largely focussed on CYF rather than recognising that sustained positive change can only 
be achieved by a coordinated effort of the wider social, education and health sector agencies. 
Health and Education currently focus primarily on their general accountability for universal 
services and do not prioritise work with vulnerable children. 
 
“The high degree of fragmentation between CYF, the Children’s Action Plan, Children’s 
Teams, Health, Education, Justice, Housing, Community Investment and Social Sector 
Trials and providers reduces the ability of the social sector to become truly centred on the 
needs of each vulnerable child” (Expert Advisory Panel, 2015, p.19). 
 
The interim report further found that: 
• More than half of all notifications made to CYF are for children the agency had previous 
involvement with, many having extensive history. 
• Children and young people who had care & protection or youth justice interventions have 
dramatically worse life outcomes than the overall population. 
• CYF does not have a clear mandate to direct and access the right services for children. It 
is not mandatory for relevant services to participate in Family Group Conferences, nor are 
relevant agencies held accountable for agreed outcomes. 
• There is no nationally co-ordinated approach to recruit suitable caregivers for children in 
state care, almost half of all current caregivers are on a Work & Income benefit, in many 
caregiver households resources are stretched and a significant proportion of caregivers 
is 60 years or older. 
• Despite well over half of all children with CYF involvement being Māori and despite the 
clear and widely respected recommendations of Pūao-Te-Ata-Tū, there is inconsistent 
capability and confidence of CYF staff and managers to partner effectively with Iwi and 
Māori organisations. 
• The age at which young people exit formal state care, 17 years, is too young in New 
Zealand and compares with 18 or 19 years in most overseas jurisdictions. 
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In December 2015 the panel released their final report “Investing in New Zealand’s Children and 
their Families” to Minister Tolley.  At 300 pages the final report is about twice the size of the initial 
report. It was released to the public in April 2016. Overall the report found that “the performance 
of the current system, as measured by the outcomes it is achieving, is clearly well below what 
New Zealanders want for our most vulnerable children” (Expert Advisory Panel, 2015, p.7). What 
a future structure will look like is expected to be known in more detail in 2017, but the report gives 
clear indications on the overall direction as well as indicating a timeframe of 4-5 years for the 
entire transformation process. The future organisation will entail five major service areas: 
prevention, intensive intervention, care support, youth justice and transition support for young 
people entering adulthood. Many people may have expected that CYF will be re-focussed to its 
core statutory child protection; the report however recommends an opposite direction of vastly 
expanding the mandate both into prevention work and into support for young people up to a higher 
age. Vulnerable children are defined as “those children who are at significant risk of harm now 
and into the future as a consequence of their family environment and/or their own complex needs, 
and young people who have offended or may offend in the future” (Expert Advisory Panel, 2015, 
p.6). 
 
The nature of the future system is described as that of a cross-sector investment system (rather 
than a social welfare system) with a full set of prevention activities and intensive early intervention 
expected to reduce statutory demand in the long term, hence providing larger future returns or 
savings on initial investments. Engaging all New Zealanders in reducing child vulnerability is 
envisaged; partnerships with Iwi are mentioned as of key importance in various parts of the report 
such as care support services. The report proposes that the current funding allocation to CYF, 
$783 million per annum, is increased over a 4 year timeframe to 1,307 million. The largest part of 
the additional $524 million is proposed to be reallocated from the Health, Education, Work & 
Income and Corrections sectors. Only $103 million are expected to be required as an additional 
net total investment increase. Importantly the report does not propose a significant expansion of 
the future department’s workforce: 
 
“The department will not significantly expand its in-house delivery, but instead build 
the capacity, capability and supply of services with community and iwi to meet 
children’s needs. It is communities and iwi who are closest to families and can 
bring the connections, support and care required to support vulnerable children. 
Where services do not yet exist, such as specialist services to address the impacts 
of trauma, the department will commission these and play a market building role” 
(Expert Advisory Panel, 2015, p.11). 
 
The future system will have an explicit focus on high aspirations for Māori children and young 
people with specific outcome targets aimed to reduce the over-representation of this populace in 
the social deficit measures. The report recognises that Māori community groups and 
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organisations “have access and influence beyond the scope of any department and are prepared 
to use this for the good of these whānau. We need the courage to work this through and the 
flexibility to develop evidence-based solutions that are necessary for different circumstances” 
(Expert Advisory Panel, 2015, p.13). The previously described transformative approach which 
several Crown entities including CYF have committed to with Ngai Tūhoe is specifically mentioned 
and acknowledged in the report as an example of strategic partnering with Iwi in the social sector.  
 
In September 2016 Minister Anne Tolley presented three cabinet papers which detail an overview 
of the new operating model (paper one), implications on policy and legislation (paper two) and 
details of the future envisaged intensive intervention and care support (paper three).  Paper three 
in particular proposes several revisions of the section 13 care & protection principles of the 
Children, Young Persons and their Families Act. The proposed changes concerning early 
intensive intervention centre on best efforts to assist parents or usual caregivers to provide a safe, 
stable and loving home and the inclusion of their and the child, young person’s consent where 
possible. Proposed changes to the principles concerning care support are causing intensive 
discussion among iwi and social expert commentators at the time of this thesis being finalised. 
The long-standing emphasis on whānau, hapū and iwi participation in decision making and their 
primary role in caring for children needed to be removed from their immediate parents / caregivers 
is modified to “children or young people should be placed where they can develop a sense of 
belonging and attachment, and where their personal and cultural identity are maintained” (Ministry 
of Social Development, 2016). 
 
18. Statutory child welfare 
In order to make this thesis useful for all, including those who have not directly been involved with 
statutory child welfare, the term requires a brief introduction. There are numerous social services 
in New Zealand, either stand-alone or embedded in the Health, Mental Health, Justice and 
Education sectors as well as non-government and Iwi organisations. They all in some way touch 
the lives of children and their families; the core functions of statutory child welfare however can 
only be exercised by employees of the state child protection agency, which is currently named 
Child, Youth and Family Services (CYF). The frontline staff of each CYF site are social workers, 
supervisors, practice leader, Family Group Coordinators, administrative support and site 
manager. There are also regional and national offices with a number of additional roles, both 
operational / managerial and practice / policy. A journey through the evolution and history of New 
Zealand child welfare shows that the scope of what is and is not statutory child welfare has from 
time to time changed, expanded or contracted. This is about to occur again with the 
recommendations of an Expert Advisory Panel’s (2015) final report, “Investing in New Zealand’s 
Children and their Families” , commissioned by Minister Anne Tolley, being implemented over the 
coming 4 to 5 years. Service arms of prevention and transition support for young people entering 
adulthood are recommended to be added to investigation, intervention and care and together will 
constitute the new child agency structure. In August 2016 “the Government agreed to establish a 
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new stand-alone government department to support the operating model for investing in New 
Zealand’s children and their families recommended in the Final Report of the Expert Panel on 
modernising Child, Youth and Family. … The Minister for Social Development has announced 
that the new department will be called the Ministry for Vulnerable Children, Oranga Tamariki and 
it will be operational from 1 April 2017. … The Children’s Teams will become part of the new 
Ministry” (Ministry of Social Development, 2016). A dedicated cross-sector team has been formed 
which is currently working under the name “Investing in Children Programme” on the details of 
this transformation: 
 
“The Investing in Children Programme, formed in April 2016, is tasked with leading 
the fundamental shift required to achieve better outcomes for vulnerable children. 
This includes developing a system which prioritises the earliest opportunity for a 
stable and loving family, and enables all children to feel a sense of identity, 
belonging and connection. The reform programme takes a cross-sector, social 
investment approach, and draws on the experience and expertise of professionals, 
communities, caregivers, young people and families. This is a long-term 
transformation programme over four to five years.” (Ministry of Social 
Development, 2016) 
Care or state care in this context means that the day to day custody of a child was removed from 
the natural custodian, typically the parent, via a Family Court Order and assigned to the Chief 
Executive of the relevant state child agency, currently the Ministry of Social Development, of 
which CYF is a service line. It is probably publically little known that children, who had to be 
removed from their natural parents / caregivers, could subsequently under the 1989 legislation 
come into the custody of an approved iwi social service, a cultural social service or a child or 
family support service (rather than of the state agency or Ministry). In my field of vision as a CYF 
social worker, supervisor and manager, I have known of such cases, but they are rare on a scale 
of the sheer numbers of children in state care and a majority of those being tamariki Māori. The 
main piece of legislation for the operations of CYF and Police regarding care and protection and 
Youth Justice Matters is the Children’s, Young Persons and their Families Act 1989. Under this 
Act a child is defined as being 0 to 13 years old and young person from age 14; another significant 
expansion in scope of CYF is the upcoming increase of a young person’s maximum age from 
currently 17 years to 18 years. A child can also come into the permanent care of people other 
than the natural parents; in fact this should nearly always be the goal for children in state care 
who cannot ever safely return to their parents’ care. This occurs in most cases via orders of the 
Care of Children’s Act 2004. The term guardianship is different to custody; a parent (the mother 
always, the father under specific criteria) remains a guardian even where custody was removed 
from them, thereby retaining decision rights regarding education, health, religion or name for their 
child; although these rights can legally be curtailed in cases where it is deemed to be in the child’s 
best interest. At the end of March 2016 a total of 5,204 children were in state care, of those 3,157, 
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just over 60% were Māori (Child, Youth and Family, 2016).  A similar proportion of the total 
population of children or young people for whom CYF conducted an investigation which result in 
a Family Group Conference are Māori; about half of all CYF investigations which result in no 
further action or a referral to another service are of Māori (Expert Advisory Panel, 2015, p.43). 
Just fewer than 40% of all children in care/custody are in placements other than family/whānau. 
 
For the purposes of this thesis, statutory child welfare is that governmental social work which 
entails a compulsory element as opposed to therapeutic, educational or otherwise supportive 
social work, participation in which is generally voluntary and by a family’s consent. These are the 
areas of a CYF investigation and intervention including care. The trigger to potential CYF 
involvement in a family is a report of concern, until not long ago referred to as notification, which 
can be made by anyone, public or professional, generally by contacting CYF’s national call centre. 
After years of strong increases numbers of reports of concern made to the national call centre, 
total yearly numbers have plateaued since 2011 to around 150,000 reports of concerns made 
each year (Child, Youth and Family, 2016). Some children and young people may have two or 
more notifications in the same period. A large portion of all reports of concern are Police family 
violence referrals. There are several junction points, at which a decision is made whether the 
concern warrants follow up by CYF, or whether appropriate advice or a referral to another service 
is adequate. If the reported concern suggests abuse (emotional, physical or sexual) or neglect of 
children, it is sent to the site where the children reside together with potential relevant historic 
information. Each concern is graded with an urgency level which determines the site’s maximum 
initial response time, which should include the physical sighting of the child. If the emerging initial 
picture warrants ongoing concern, a CYF social worker must further investigate and can legally 
access information from other sectors such as health or education. There are two grades of 
investigation; serious matters are investigated jointly with the Police, others by CYF only via a 
(currently named) child and family assessment. Investigations can be up- or downgraded at any 
time depending on the emerging information. Where after the completion of an investigation the 
established information warrants an ongoing CYF intervention, there will either be a referral for a 
Family Group Conference or applications for protective orders of the Family Court. A Family 
Group Conference in broad terms it aims to establish a plan, led by whānau and informed by 
professionals, with the aim and a bottom-line of ensuring a child’s safety and wellbeing. 
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Chapter 3: Method 
1. Methodology 
This research project was conducted under the principles of the transformative paradigm 
(Mertens, 2010), implying a qualitative dialogical approach while also describing contextual and 
historic factors.  One characteristic of the transformative paradigm is that “it places central 
importance on the lives and experiences of the diverse groups that, traditionally, have been 
marginalized” (p.21). The research sought an intrinsic Tūhoe view, placed it next to the present 
statutory ‘way to do’ child welfare in the hope innovative ideas would emerge. Full transparency 
and reciprocity are core values in the transformative axiological position. As is appropriate, 
permission to proceed needed to be sought from Tūhoe first.  On 1 April 2014 a meeting for this 
purpose was held at Te Uru Taumatua in Tāneātua, which “represents the Tūhoe nation and the 
lands and wealth held in common for Tūhoe” (Ngāi Tūhoe, 2016).  A positive response was received 
from Chief Executive Kirsty Luke and permission to proceed granted; Te Uru Taumatua Health & 
Welfare Manager Roberta Ripaki was my ongoing liaison and also an interview participant. Kapua 
Oterangi Teua of Tūhoe and Ngāti Awa was and is my key support and guide in so many ways; I 
cannot overstate my gratitude for his kindness and generosity of heart and mind. 
 
For the purposes of transparency: the project’s focus is informed and inspired by my role as Site 
Manager of CYF Whakatāne, which covers the Eastern Bay of Plenty region.  As well as support 
from Tūhoe, CYF approval, support and input was also critical, particularly from social workers 
working in areas of high Tūhoe population who have kindly participated in the focus group 
sessions. This thesis is designed as being a scoping project and only a small part of a process 
towards long-term transformation of child protection services for Tūhoe. Smith (2012) importantly 
notes that “in many projects the process is far more important than the outcome” and “they are 
expected to lead one small step further towards self-determination” (p.218). 
 
This research is built on analysis of relevant literature and of quantitative and qualitative data 
collected through hui a whānau (focus groups – McNeil, 2005) and clarifying conversations with 
both Tūhoe and CYF participants.  Throughout the project Linda Tuhiwai Smith’s (2000) seven 
specific codes of conduct for Kaupapa Māori research were a core part of the methodology (p. 
242): 
1. Aroha ki te tangata (a respect for people) 
2. Kanohi kitea (the seen face – that is , present yourself to people face to face) 
3. Titiro, whakarongo … korero  (look, listen … speak) 
4. Manaaki ki te tangata (share and host people, be generous) 
5. Kia tūpato (be cautious) 
6. Kaua e takahia te mana o te tangata (do not trample over the mana of people) 
7. Kaua e māhaki (don’t flaunt your knowledge) 
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2. Methods 
Participants 
The overall approach for selection of participants on both Tūhoe and CYF sides was that of 
purposive or purposeful sampling (Patton, 2000), meaning strategic choices were made with 
whom, where and how research was done. These choices of course need to be tied to the 
objective which, as already explained, is a scoping exploration for synchronisation (of CYF 
operational reality and Tūhoe aspirations) and change with the aim of improved outcomes for 
Tūhoe children. Palys (2008) provides a general principle for purposive sampling: “Think of the 
person or place or situation that has the largest potential for advancing your understanding and 
look there” (p.698). Among the several sub-methods of purposeful sampling the method used on 
both Tūhoe and CYF sides is intensity sampling or intensive purposive sampling (Patton, 2002) 
in that I was looking for information-rich sources which would manifest or illuminate the subject 
matter. 
 
Data collection from Tūhoe participants: 
A key guideline in gathering of information from Tūhoe was the principle of tino rangatiratanga or 
mana motuhake in the sense that Tūhoe would ultimately determine participants and the method 
of gathering data.   An example: on the advice of Kapua Oterangi Teua I made contact with 
Waimana Kaaku, one of the four Tūhoe tribal authorities, representing 12 marae in the Waimana 
valley area. The other tribal authorities are Tūhoe Manawarū (Ruatāhuna area), Te Komiti o 
Runga (Ruātoki area) and Waikaremoana Tribal (Lake Waikaremoana area). I was invited to 
attend part of one of the regular committee meetings on 4 July 2015 at Rahiri marae, Waimana, 
where after a mihi / greeting and my reply in Te Reo, I presented the research project and asked 
for participation. The gathering deliberated, agreed and subsequently a recorded discussion took 
place with Leanne Tuwairua and Kaumatua Tāne Rakuraku. Ideally I would have liked to attempt 
to replicate this process in all tribal areas, however the scope of this project and time constraints 
would not allow this. For the other tribal authorities, participants were self-selecting. Kapua 
Oterangi Teua advised that his input into the project is to a good part informed by his upbringing 
in Ruatāhuna and having lived significant parts of his life in the Waikaremoana area; through his 
whakapapa, life journey and relationships his input is influenced by all Tūhoe areas. Tame Iti 
explained to me his whakapapa connections, which are to Tongariro, Waikato, Te Arawa (Rotorua 
areas) and Maungapōhatu / Ruatāhuna, but having been brought up and mostly lived in Ruātoki. 
Roberta Ripaki spoke to me in her role as Manager Health & Welfare for Te Uru Taumatua, 
situated at Te Kura Whare in Tāneātua, but organisationally representing and working for all Ngāi 
Tūhoe tribal areas. Tūhoe participants were happy to be named in this thesis. Introduced by 
Kapua Oterangi Teua, I had the privilege to first meet and then interview at her home near Lake 
Waikaremoana Dr Rangimarie Turuki Arikirangi Rose Pere, who gave her participant name as 
Rosemarie Lambert Rangi Pere. On this three day trip with Kapua Oterangi Teua into Te Urewera 
heartland in August 2016 there were a number of unplanned encounters with Tūhoe locals, i.e. 
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from the hapū Tama Kaimoana from the Maunga Pōhatu area and Hinekura hapū which stems 
from three ancestral migration canoe / waka: Takitimu (Kahungunu iwi), Horouta (Ruapani iwi / 
hapū) and Mataatua (Tūhoe). They all knew Kapua Oterangi Teua closely and were naturally 
interested in my presence and its purpose. These were valuable spontaneous conversations 
which gave me helpful background information concerning social matters, but also on 
connotations of identity and tino rangatiratanga at hapū level. 
Guiding questions for the conversations with Tūhoe 
From the sessions and clarifying conversations I endeavoured to obtain a sense of Tūhoe wishes 
relating to tamariki Tūhoe who have come or are at risk of coming into state custody anywhere in 
New Zealand.  Central to that question are:  
• What is the level of information among Tūhoe about these Tūhoe children?  
• What are Tūhoe expectations for them and their whānau and hapū, and  
• Who has overall responsibility for these Tūhoe children?  
 
Looking forward: 
• Who should be notified, consulted and worked with, e.g. Te Uru Taumatua, other Tūhoe 
services or liaisons within or outside of Te Urewera, tribal authorities?   
• Are sufficient structures and communication lines in place?   
• What does good collaboration look like in terms of outcomes and timeframes?   
• What could self-determination look like at an iwi and hapū level concerning vulnerable Tūhoe 
children who become involved with state child welfare services anywhere in New Zealand?  
 
Much of this kind of exploration touched on areas of knowledge such as whakapapa that is 
sensitive and privileged to Ngāi Tūhoe and at times to other iwi to which children also affiliate and 
also on inner-Tūhoe affairs.  In this process of understanding how to improve the lives of children 
using Te Mana Motuhake o Tūhoe, I can only aspire to take small steps, and although my 
informants have a deep and powerful sub-structures of knowledge on the subject of this thesis, 
saturation of themes cannot be the goal for such a complex issue. 
 
Data collection from CYF participants: 
Most of the two thirds of Tūhoe who live in New Zealand but not in Tūhoe’s heart and homeland 
Te Urewera live in Wellington, Hamilton or the wider Auckland area, so challenges in relation to 
CYF’s engagement with Tūhoe will be as much an issue in these cities as it will be in those CYF 
sites neighbouring Te Urewera (Gisborne, Rotorua and Whakatāne). The method of collecting 
information from CYF was focus groups from one CYF site of Hamilton, Auckland and Rotorua.  
The selection of CYF sites was based on the method of intensive purposive sampling and in order 
to obtain rich information, I selected sites having a higher proportion of Māori including Tūhoe 
living in their service areas.  On discussion with Auckland site managers, the Pukekohe site was 
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suggested as most suitable for this purpose with a large Māori client proportion. Each CYF focus 
group had between 3 and 5 Care & Protection social workers or Family Group Conference 
coordinators as participants, in total there were 12 CYF participants, of those 5 were Māori. It is 
important for the reader to know whether direct quotes in the CYF frontline analysis are from 
Māori or non-Māori staff. One suggestion was to give them invented names which indicate 
whether they are Māori or not and make it clear that these are not their actual names. I was 
uncomfortable with this approach and feared it might be offensive to some. I therefore opted to 
number staff and provide a key: CYF social workers 1 to 5 are Māori, 6 to 12 are tauiwi / non-
Māori. 
 
Approval for CYF data collection was sought first in principle from senior management and 
practice leaders. I received formal research access approval from the Research and Evaluation 
Office of the Ministry of Social Development in February 2015, then gained approval from the 
chosen sites’ managers and worked with them and the sites’ practice leaders to select 
participants. We aimed for a participant mix with different experience levels and culture, e.g. 
Māori, non-Māori born in New Zealand, born overseas. At each of the three chosen sites, one 
session of about one and a half hours was held. This is about the maximum realistic request given 
the extremely busy child protection work environment. A degree of saturation of themes seemed 
possible given that these groups are fairly homogeneous in relation to being statutory care & 
protection social workers in areas with higher Tūhoe concentration. 
 
Guiding questions for the focus groups with CYF staff  
Each session commenced by an introduction to the research project, its purpose and the fact that 
permission and willingness to participate was sought from Tūhoe leadership at the beginning.  
One key message was that the aim of the exercise is not to focus early or too intensively on 
participants’ ideas of best or ideal practice, but to obtain a picture of what is actually happening 
now.  For participants to feel safe to expose potential deficiencies in practice, their identities are 
anonymous in any subsequent evaluation or presentation of their data. Supervisors, practice 
leaders and site managers were excluded from participating for the same reason.  I anticipated 
and promoted a complementary interaction style rather than an argumentative one, which 
appeared to evolve naturally anyway due to the participants’ genuine wish to positively contribute. 
The structure of the focus groups was as follows:  
• After the introduction I initiated a conversation about the current actual practice, e.g. with: “A 
Māori child or sibling group is allocated to your caseload.  Describe a typical day when this 
occurs and some likely actions or events thereafter.”   
• This started a conversation about things that work well as well as obstacles.  
o How comfortable, capable and supported are CYF social workers when engaging with 
Tūhoe or Māori children and their whānau and establishing information about them 
relevant to social work practice direction?  
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o What are the relationships like between CYF sites and staff and iwi / iwi services?  
What are ideas for change or improvement e.g. “Picture yourself as a part of achieving 
the best possible outcomes for this child or this sibling group, what does that look 
like?” and:  
o Who else might be involved? 
 
Data analysis: 
Different themes emerged as is desired where new visions and options are to be explored.  The 
analysis should not merely be a critique and further development of the existing, but also an 
exploration of new ground.  The method used was the six steps of thematic analysis (Braun & 
Clarke, 2006), which are: 
1. Familiarising myself with the data. 
2. Generating initial codes (interesting features of the data). 
3. Searching for themes. 
4. Reviewing themes. 
5. Defining and naming themes. 
6. Producing the thesis. 
The transcripts of recordings of each focus group session were analysed for codes, themes and 
categories of themes. At this stage, themes identified within the literature review were referred to 
and interwoven where appropriate, e.g.: 
• The state’s ultimate accountability for matters of child welfare under international law. 
• The linking of state child welfare processes to indigenous populations, e.g. by mandatory 
notification to a tribal authority where children of that tribe come into state care. 
• The adjusting of operational or practice structures to accommodate organic indigenous 
entities. 
Because of my own position as an interested and involved party within this research it was 
important in the analysis to identify processes that would ensure that the authentic voices of the 
participants were being heard in this work. These processes are part of bracketing, a 
phenomenologically inspired idea which attempts to separate out “the internal suppositions of the 
researcher ... and external suppositions of aspects of the phenomenon under investigation” 
(Tufford and Newman, 2010, p84). The bracketing processes used were: 
• CYF and Tūhoe advisory groups were consulted at significant stages of the project’s 
development, 
• Extensive use of verbatim so that participants’ voices are directly heard, 
• The research thesis primary supervisor was consulted regularly and asked to crosscheck 
themes and categories, and 
• The analysis was fed back to all participants and to the advisory groups for their comments 
and emendations. 
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Analysis was structured into two stages, the first being an analysis of data collected from each 
CYF and Tūhoe followed by the merging of the two.  It is this merging stage that I anticipated to 
produce some key ideas and recommendations. 
 
 
 
3. Ethical issues: 
This project was approved by the Unitec Research Ethics Committee and the application form, 
the participant consent form, the Tūhoe and CYF information sheets, the Tūhoe and CYF hui a 
whānau / focus group and interview schedules and the letters of support and approval from CYFS 
and Ngāi Tūhoe are appended in appendices 3 to 10.    
 
All eight principles of the Unitec Ethics Guidelines (2010) were addressed: 
All participants were fully informed and asked to sign a participant consent form; they were 
informed they could withdraw their participation at any time throughout the project before the 
analysis of their data had commenced. I have detailed in previous sections the processes 
undertaken to get consent for the project at all levels.  
 
None of the data (stories, themes) reported will identify children or families who have been 
connected to CYF services or any other persons referred to in the data including the CYF 
participants. In the final report CYF themes will not be identified by site.  The issue of 
confidentiality of Tūhoe participants was discussed and determined with Tūhoe, and all 
participants agreed that their identities would be acknowledged as speakers / contributors in the 
final report.  
 
I was careful to ensure that no harm would arise from the research. Traumatic individual and 
whānau stories and experiences are likely to emerge; I anticipated this more so on the Tūhoe 
data collection side. These stories were acknowledged and pauses offered where appropriate.  
Participants were able to include waiata and karakia at the start and end of each session.  Overall 
however the facilitation was respectfully mindful that in-depth exploration of personal suffering 
due to government policies is not the aim of this research. Any reporting of traumatic events will 
respect the undertaking given in the previous paragraph. 
 
Other issues such as cultural and social sensitivity and avoidance of conflict of interest have been 
already addressed in the chapter 1 and in the Methodology and Data Collection section of this 
chapter. With regard to the conflict of interest issue, there is a potential risk if, for example, 
recommendations result in additional resources for the Whakatāne CYF site or area, for which I 
am the Manager.  I and my research participants are aware of this and I have declared my position 
throughout and aim to clearly evolve recommendations from the research and analysis (as 
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opposed to reflecting my preferences). My supervisors and my advisory groups will help ensure 
any conflict of interest will be appropriately managed. 
 
Finally, there is no deception in the research. Both CYF and Tūhoe via Te Uru Taumatua are 
being fully informed from the onset of the project and throughout; advisory groups on both sides 
will have a key but not exclusive influence in this research. Similarly for the issue of respect for 
intellectual and cultural property ownership, both sides will be co-owners of the research, such 
that access and use by people outside these organisations would require the consent of both 
organisations. 
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Chapter 4: Analysis 
1. He Whakaaro Tūhoe – Tūhoe thoughts 
Introduction 
The planned method of how to gain insights into Tūhoe views, centred on the principle of tino 
rangatiratanga or mana motuhake in the sense that Tūhoe would ultimately determine participants 
and the method of gathering data, was richly rewarded. Flexibility and minimally set schedules 
were well-suited to the natural organic-ness of iwi proceedings and allowed for important 
unscheduled conversations to occur and for all themes to emerge that were important to 
participants. Some of these themes could not have been foreseen and may have been missed 
with set questionnaire or interview styles; yet they proved important and relevant to the subject of 
state agency and iwi collaboration concerning vulnerable children. All conversations with Tūhoe 
participants were undertaken in the period between August 2015 and August 2016. 
This process gave room to allow participants to set a background to what Ngāi Tūhoe and 
Tūhoetanga means, i.e. relating to childhoods, identity and independence, tikanga and 
rangatiratanga of hapū, before examining the current situation for Tūhoe children with state child 
welfare contact and aspirations for the future.  
Traditional communal caring for Tūhoe children  
Te Urewera and growing up in Te Urewera was a central anchor to many conversations in terms 
of what kaumatua know as healthy functioning communal living close to nature. Several talked of 
their own childhoods in Ruatāhuna, Waikaremoana, Ruātoki and Waimana. Kapua Oterangi Teua 
described the Urewera part of his upbringing as “a beautiful upbringing, very matriarchal.  We 
weren’t allowed to be sworn at, we weren’t allowed to be spanked or hit; we were nurtured.  Any 
mistakes that we made we were talked to rather than growled at”. When children made mistakes, 
the implications of their actions were explained to them with an underlying concept of how they 
reflect on the mana of collective whānau and hapū. Public humiliation and physical punishment 
for misdemeanours started with the attendance of institutional education “and that was the 
dilemma for us when we went to a mainstream school.  If you did a misdemeanour you were 
publicly humiliated in front of the whole school where you were tanned or whacked” (Kapua 
Oterangi Teua). Those misdemeanours could be as paltry as failing a routine fingernail or 
handkerchief inspection. One kaumatua contrasted two sides of his childhood: one living with 
whānau inside Te Urewera which was traditional as described as well as mystical and spiritual, 
the other with parents in a small community outside Te Urewera where violence among spouses, 
excessive alcohol use and physical and sexual abuse against children was rife in a number of 
households.  
One thing I do remember growing up in Ruatāhuna. Yes, there was a bit of alcohol, 
but the old people taught us that any drink it’s always as a reward for doing a hard 
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day’s work, and when they did drink that reward there was never anger.  As they 
said to us “ka inu mo te kore riri” - never drink to be angry.  Drinking is a reward.  
Nowadays you watch our town. It’s like every day; they don’t even think of it as a 
reward, it’s just boredom, when they get together, any excuse to drink alcohol. 
(Kapua Oterangi Teua) 
Kaumatua said that few families in their childhood environments had much in terms of material 
things or wealth, but they remember always having had heaps of food and heaps of love. Children 
were continuously roaming around the village and were fed as if by their own parents wherever 
they ended up.  
When we were young we used to have a little community of houses and aunties 
and uncles, and after breakfast you’d take off, as kids, especially the school 
holidays.  They never used to see us sometimes for a couple of days.  So we all 
kids go down the river, swim, and eeling, and cooking our own food.  Chuck it on 
the ashes … eels … and we used to survive like that.  When we ended up at 
somebody’s house you all sleep at their house, all the kids.  All they want to know 
is “are those kids there”?  Yeah, yeah, kei te pai, they’re right here. (Tāne 
Rakuraku) 
 Parents were mostly busy working, so children were often with the older people, ngā karawa. 
Rose Pere described how another person of connected whakapapa is traditionally experienced 
spanning across dimensions of time and generations: “You see this one, he’s my grandfather, 
he’s my father, he’s my brother, he’s my son, he’s my grandson, and I’m his grandmother. ... 
That’s how we see and feel each other”. She also repeatedly stressed the importance of male 
and female working together as “the two genders complement each other”. Some children were 
individually selected for higher learning including historical, spiritual and healing knowledge: “the 
old people know straight away, he’s going to be the spiritual adviser for the hapū” (Kapua Oterangi 
Teua). Up to this day, on large occasions on Tūhoe marae such as tangihanga, which invariably 
include hosting and feeding large numbers of guests, children are served their food first. 
We have our own myths and legends that determine the way we behave.  
Hamaruru was from Waikaremoana / Ruatāhuna. …. He didn’t share the food with 
his children and he was killed because he was … we call it a matapiko, being very 
selfish and mean, so he was killed.  So from that day hundreds of years ago to 
this day, us in Ruatāhuna / Waikaremoana, we feed our children first.  Adults wait. 
(Kapua Oterangi Teua) 
It was significant that most Kaumatua and Kuia spoke of their childhood circumstances without 
this having specifically been a question asked. I believe their recounting of traditional and 
functioning communal Tūhoe settings and children growing up within those were to explain in part 
their vision for a future for Tūhoe children. There was frequent acknowledgement, also in chance 
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meetings and conversations on our trip to Ruatāhuna and Waikaremoana that this idyllic vision is 
increasingly undermined including in some of the most remote settings that were long sheltered 
from influences such as alcohol abuse and drugs. Methamphetamine or ‘P’ was mentioned in 
particular. Tūhoe speakers were very clear that “we’ve got to stop all this nonsense where children 
and women are violated.  It has to stop” (Rose Pere). Roberta Ripaki added an important point 
on who will most effectively deliver this message and set standards for Tūhoe: “It is not okay to 
have been abused in any shape or form; that is not Tūhoetanga.  It is our responsibility to drive 
that message and to make that message clear, not anybody else’s” (Roberta Ripaki). This clarion 
call can be complemented with Kapua Oterangi Teua’s hopeful thought that bad habits could be 
left in the city. 
 
Our children when they leave, and a lot of them do come back, but they bring 
issues that they’ve had to deal with in the cities like alcoholism, drugs, 
schizophrenia, all of that sort of stuff … They do whatever it takes to survive in the 
city.  But the sad thing is that some of those habits catch on and they sometimes 
come home, so we have to give them a short, sharp shock back to reality.  You’re 
not in the city, you’re back home, you don’t have to do that anymore. (Kapua 
Oterangi Teua) 
 
Whāngai was explained in some depth as “a normal practice in our infrastructure and what 
family/whānau was based on” (Tame Iti). The whāngai practice was often repeated over several 
generations between particular whānau or hapū; “my biological father himself was also raised by 
the same family through whakapapa and to keep maintaining that connection between the 
whakapapa and the whānau hapū in Tūhoe, a very common practice” (Tame Iti). Examples of 
couples were mentioned who brought up large numbers of children over their lifetime, their own 
included, one example was 36 children, another over 60 children.  
Te Urewera, natural resources, independence 
“Te Urewera is no longer a National Park. We will get to a point where our 
mokopuna will never know what a National Park is.  It will only be for them ‘Te 
Urewera’, and when we share with them the history of a National Park they’re 
going to say to us you people were crazy, why would you have ever been a part 
of that Crown structure?  So your whole language is changing with your 
mokopuna, and the same would go with those tamariki who are currently in care.   
How disconnected are they?  How can we reconnect?  That’s what we want to be 
able to achieve right here and now.  We want to be able to regain those links with 
those tamariki and start to reinforce what it is to be Tūhoe.” (Roberta Ripaki) 
Te Urewera was described as a natural food and medicine cupboard fostering lifestyles that are 
active, skilful with a high degree of personal and collective freedom and independence. 
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“Only a lazy Tūhoe gets hungry up there, but when you’re in the city there’s 
nowhere to fish, there’s nowhere to go and gather food or hunt.  So you have to 
follow those processes of the city, find a job, get money, because that’s the only 
way you can survive there. …So all you have left is enough to buy you food, maybe 
not so much clothing.  So to me you exist, you don’t live.” (Kapua Oterangi Teua) 
 
 Participants including tribal authority delegates spoke of young people in Waimana and other 
Tūhoe areas, some of them having returned from the cities, “with no jobs, with children, very 
rarely on the unemployment as well, they refuse to go on unemployment” (Leanne Tuwairua). 
They talked of a vision of independence, of growing, hunting and collecting food, producing their 
own electricity, using natural traditional medicines, of creating their own employment in their own 
communities. The confident and firm insistence on “the right to be true to ourselves, the right to 
stand on our own mana and not be programmed by the state or religion” (Rose Pere) was palpable 
in all my conversations in all Tūhoe areas I visited. This vested authority is not only sensed as an 
inherited entitlement “that we have from our ancestors and the divine source”, but also an 
obligation “to transmit the heritage of our ancestors the way it should be transmitted” (Rose Pere). 
 
Te Uru Taumatua as an organisation is housed in Te Kura Whare in Tāneātua which also houses 
a café, an archive as well as being an event venue. It was here that the Crown’s apology to Tūhoe 
was delivered on 22 August 2014 (see chapter 2). Te Kura Whare leads by example in the way it 
was built and the way it is run: “if you just look at our building here, we are smoke-free, we are 
alcohol-free.  We are leading by example (Roberta Ripaki). These perspectives fit with the view 
of Te Uru Taumatua: 
 
“Encouraging pride, unity and presence, Te Kura Whare mirrors Tūhoe values and 
Te Mana Motuhake o Tūhoe in a way that maintains the truth of our past, our 
present and our future.  Te Kura Whare brings to life the idea that we must restore 
the spaces that we live in.  We must live within our means.  Water use; materials; 
energy generation and consumption, Te Kura Whare raises the bar beyond 
environment friendly.  Striking a chord nationally and worldwide Te Kura Whare 
has established benchmark for future homes, Tribal offices, Marae, schools, 
kōhanga reo and all buildings throughout the Tūhoe rohe.” (Author: Ngāi Tūhoe, 
2016) 
 
Hapū rangatiratanga and recent iwi developments 
There was considerable debate and some apprehension concerning the ongoing role of Te Uru 
Taumatua as one organisation for all Tūhoe tribal areas. Kapua Oterangi Teua clarified that for 
people within the tribal areas the primary identity and fight has been “for hapū rangatiratanga, not 
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Tūhoe rangatiranga”, but they needed to “put up one face to achieve this”. Rose Pere explained 
that at present “people over 70, we communicate with each other on a regular basis because we 
are very concerned about some of the energy shifts”. Some of the unease about Te Uru Taumatua 
is “because they have been established through the system, they are not traditional” and “the 
changes that have taken place are because of money”. She questioned whether it can on an 
ongoing basis represent “us”, i.e. the hapū around Lake Waikaremoana, which is also known as 
“te waikaukau o ngā mātua tipuna” – the waterbowl of the ancestors and pointed to resolute 
resistance amongst elders to amalgamate Tūhoe matters at the expense of hapū identities and 
traditions. One example was Te Reo Māori / Te Reo Rangatira: 
“The meaning of rangatira is esteemed person, but the sacred meaning is ra-ngati-
ra - we begin and end with the central sun (rā), and ngāti means living breath. So 
that’s the other thing, with te reo rangatira.  Even right now we’re having a lot of 
controversy over the Te Reo Tūhoe, the fact they’re saying that we drop our ‘g’s’ 
(i.e. nā instead of ngā).  I said well we don’t.  We don’t in Waikaremoana.  We 
never have.  There’s myself, Timoti Karetu, Pou Temara, there’s a group of us, 
we’re saying no, their tikanga is not for us. We know both sacred and ordinary 
meanings of our language, and that’s what a lot of people don’t know.  Like ‘kia 
ora’ is the vibration of the ‘k’ is just a subtle introduction to the vibration of the child 
which is ‘i’ and the vibration of the mother which is ‘a’, vibration of the father ‘o’ 
from rā.  And that’s the second meaning of kia ora is that we have the trinity from 
the central sun.  We’re just a direct link.  Not only how we are greeting them, but 
we’re bringing in the energies from the central sun.  And that’s the divine child, 
divine mother, father, in us, not separate. … Ihirangaranga is our word for vibration 
… You don’t just look at a word, no, you have to sort of feel for the vibrations.” 
(Rose Pere) 
 
Kapua Oterangi Teua explained to me the importance of respecting the rights and tikanga of 
tangata ahi kaa, literally the ones that keep the home fires burning, who live on their whenua / 
land. Around Lake Waikaremoana many of these, such as Rose Pere, are of Hinekura hapū, 
which, via its origins to the three ancestral waka Takitimu, Horouta and Mataatua, affiliates to the 
three iwi of Kahungunu, Ruapani and Tūhoe. Thereby, while the area around Waikaremoana lays 
within Te Pōtae o Tūhoe, the Tūhoe region, tikanga of these three iwi continue to be respected 
and cultured here. I was told that currently three hapū miss out on proceedings from the Tūhoe / 
crown settlement funds due to their refusal to accept an overarching Tūhoe charter; they are 
Hinekura (Waikaremoana), Tama Kaimoana (Maunga Pōhatu area) and Patuheuheu (Waiohau 
area). The two hapū of the Waiohau area, Patuheuheu and Ngāti Haka, have also requested that 
proceedings from the 2008 “Treelords” settlement with several central North Island iwi from 
commercial forestry adjacent to their area should be administered by their own organisation Te 
Umu Tauroa rather than by Te Uru Taumatua.   Kapua Oterangi Teua further elaborated that 
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“Tūhoe never had a structure like that where you had one person talking for all of the rohe. Each 
part of the rohe spoke for itself and had its own autonomy”. When conversations however shifted 
specifically to social issues concerning Tūhoe children, there was further differentiation regarding 
roles of Te Uru Taumatua and tribal authorities which will be covered in the following paragraphs. 
There was acknowledgement that “we have our challenges amongst our hapū, but at the end of 
the day Tūhoe are Tūhoe and we have always stood together – but only in terms of what has 
come down from our ancestors” (Rose Pere). 
 
Tūhoe demographics and connectedness 
There was awareness and acknowledgement that the picture of Tūhoe whānau living further away 
from Te Urewera is far less clear both as a general population and relating to children in care or 
otherwise involved with state child welfare. The numbers of the national census were treated with 
some caution: “the census … the government one, in there it said I think it was about 38,000 or 
40,000 Tūhoe, but over here it’s only 9000 registered.  So there are 31,000 missing somewhere 
that say they’re Tūhoe” (Tāne Rakuraku). Tūhoe are intensifying their own efforts to clarify their 
own iwi demographics, i.e. with its own iwi registration process. Efforts include finding and 
verifying specific hapū and whānau connections and a whakapapa team has been established 
for the purpose. There are also discussions underway to become more systematic about 
information flows both ways, i.e. in addition to analysing information coming in via registrations, 
the census or from Ministries, to also record what is known in each hapū about whānau and 
mokopuna who have moved away to New Zealand cities or overseas. There are examples of 
young people living in Australia or a New Zealand city making contact with Te Uru Taumatua who 
say “they were told by their parents, they know they are Tūhoe but not their tipuna”. Some have 
never been to New Zealand: “All she had was her nanny’s name and her hapū. She said I’ve 
never been to New Zealand but I know I’m a Māori and I want to know my whakapapa. So it was 
left to me to find out” (Tāne Rakuraku).  Today’s habit of naming children anything, e.g. names of 
car or motorbike companies (Ford, Holden and Harley are common), pop stars or anything else 
was described as unhelpful: “so where is the Māori name? Oh we didn’t give her one. So how is 
she supposed to know her whakapapa?” (Kapua Oterangi Teua). Long established efforts to 
maintain connections include Te Hui Ahurei a Tūhoe, affectionately called the Ahurei, a biennial 
Tūhoe festival, which has been running since 1971. Its purpose is to keep those who live 
elsewhere connected to the iwi homeland, to encourage them to come home for the occasion and 
to generally nurture Tūhoe reo and tikanga.  A number of Tūhoe parents living in e.g. Auckland 
also send their children home to Te Urewera from time to time for the main purpose of keeping 
them connected to their Tūhoetanga. 
 
“That’s why we’re trying to get a push into each hapū, those are the people to find 
out where they are … each hapū.  They know where their kids are, they know 
where their mokos are – England, Wales or Canada – they know where they are. 
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… And of course that’s why we have our Ahurei each year to connect people back 
home, oh, every other two years now.  That’s the idea of those Ahurei was formed 
by our team around about forty years ago now.” (Tāne Rakuraku) 
Informing and involving Ngāi Tūhoe about Tūhoe children with CYF involvement 
Tūhoe participants were cognisant of the gaps in CYF’s knowledge about their Tūhoe client 
children and young persons, about their whakapapa and whānau connections, about Ngāi Tūhoe 
as iwi and about pathways how these gaps might be closed. 
“You know who your child is in care, you know who mum and dad are, but when 
you go further up and to the sides, it’s fair to say that you don’t know. … So it’s 
like that picture is formed instantly when we have a look again at those whakapapa 
links. And when we provide a name to Child, Youth & Family they go ‘oh we’ve 
never heard of this person.’” (Roberta Ripaki) 
Efforts to date to make those knowledge connections in partnership, as they were described to 
me, were ad hoc and random, at times resembling high level individual trial efforts rather than 
lateral and systematic processes between CYF frontline sites and Tūhoe knowledge.  The efforts 
made however have reportedly given evidence to the confidence expressed by participants about 
Tūhoe ability to quickly establish whakapapa knowledge and whānau connections for individual 
cases: 
“We’d be able to come in and have a kōrero about it with our hapū.  If it’s our child, 
comes from our area, within our hapū, then we can work something out.  We know 
who’s available and who’s the best person to look after them” (Tāne Rakuraku). 
The priority was seen to be a systematic catch-up effort to clearly establish which CYF clients, as 
a very first priority those in state care, are Tūhoe tamariki and rangatahi, where are they, which 
CYF site is responsible for them at present, are they in kin or non-kin care? Participants thought 
that there is a role and responsibility for CYF or an equivalent state child welfare agency for now 
and the foreseeable future and “that we can form a good partnership, dialogue between CYF and 
Tūhoe, but you’ve got to have the right people” (Kapua Oterangi Teua), the latter notion 
underpinned by Rose Pere: “We need to have people that are well-versed in the traditions and 
our psyche.  We know the western psyche, they don’t know ours”. There was clarification that 
self-governance does not mean an intention of forming a Tūhoe government, a separate 
legislation or iwi agencies replacing CYF or the Police. 
We can never have complete sovereignty. … Some people have a very different 
view of what is tino rangatiratanga - complete sovereignty.  I say well if you want 
complete sovereignty, don’t go to Pak N’Save, New World, WINZ office.  Complete 
sovereignty is you do away with those things and in this world we can’t. (Kapua 
Oterangi Teua) 
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Concerning specific areas however, i.e. Tūhoe children in care, there is the wish to be in the 
position in the near future for Ngāi Tūhoe to address the state with “you’ve tried your best, we 
thank you for that, but your best hasn’t been the best that we would expect for our mokopuna” 
(Roberta Ripaki). In terms of the receipt of an initial report of concern and the initial response and 
potential investigation thereafter, 
“Do we envisage setting up our own contact centre and then we’re going in 
competition to Child, Youth & Family? Right here and now I would say no, you can 
still be that conduit for us. … You have all of that infrastructure in place” (Roberta 
Ripaki).   
Where Tūhoe children are involved, Ngāi Tūhoe should be informed and consulted as soon as 
feasible. Participants felt that it should be mandatory in future that Tūhoe are informed about all 
Tūhoe children in contact with state child welfare, most definitely about those in state care. 
Examples of such legislation relating to indigenous people exist, one was described in chapter 2 
(USA: Indian Child Welfare Act 1978). There was suggestion that  
“one way we could do it tomorrow , because the case managers are busy, is to 
put cultural workers in every CYFS office and when a Māori whānau comes in, or 
a Māori name, that their role is connecting them back to their whakapapa” (Leanne 
Tuwairua). 
This suggestion was regarding all iwi in the knowledge that every iwi wants to put its hand up for 
its own children. Overall it was seen of paramount importance to have an organised approach to 
identify all Tūhoe children in state care, involve Tūhoe whakapapa teams and get iwi, Tūhoe 
Tribal Authorities and hapū together to plan from there with the state: 
“So once the high-ranking, up there in the system, got their ideas together and 
then they will go through those branches right down to the ground level. And that’s 
where the social worker at whatever branch can provide this information to us 
here.  …So as quickly as possible that we can start, not to wait till ten years …to 
put all the infrastructure together, to make documentation, database” (Tame Iti). 
The potential of today’s IT technologies were mentioned in the context of connecting remote 
locations within Te Urewera: “So we can be connected to the outside world, to the cities, at the 
push of a button. … That’s the future – technology” (Kapua Oterangi Teua). 
 
Most participants said that Te Uru Taumatua should act as the hub to which the first contact 
should be made, e.g. by any frontline staff of any CYF site or the CYF National Call Centre, with 
as much information as possible about names and genealogy that may point to Tūhoe. Te Uru 
Taumatua can then initiate how connections are best verified and established in a number of 
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ways by tapping into the natural and existing fabric of connectedness and knowledge of 
individuals, whakapapa teams, tribal committees or hapū. There was some worry about Te Uru 
Taumatua being located in one tribal area, Ruātoki and how that might be perceived by Tūhoe 
living in other areas. One suggestion was that anyone working at Te Uru Taumatua should spend 
several months in each Tūhoe tribal area: 
 
“My worry is there that it’s centrally based in Ruātoki.  A lot of people don’t know 
the rohe, so for me is in order to be on the tribal authority, you must spend six 
months in Waikaremoana, six months in Ruatāhuna, six months in Ruatoki, six 
months in Waimana, to get to know your people. So to know all those differences 
is to know your people, and if you know your people you know how to move things.” 
(Kapua Oterangi Teua) 
 
The sense of confidence about an Iwi-intrinsic ability to make connections was prevalent, much 
more so than a sense for necessity to overly structure these efforts into set processes on the iwi 
side. In the simplest terms, for the purposes of achieving better results for Tūhoe children with 
state child welfare contact, their Tūhoe identity and more specific hapū / whānau belonging needs 
to be established by Tūhoe and the door to that can be Te Uru Taumatua. This initially is all state 
child welfare staff would need to know: on which door to knock and from where to expect a reply. 
There was further qualification that Tūhoe would know which person or persons to suggest back 
to CYF as suitable to be involved with the particular child or children, and the request that Tūhoe 
will have the first conversation with those persons.  
 
On the possibility of Tūhoe pilot services or portals in the various centres, i.e. Christchurch, 
Wellington, Hamilton, Auckland, there was uncertainty and differing views as to whether this is an 
idea worth pursuing. Kaumatua were clear that this would only be possible with the agreement of 
the relevant tangata whenua iwi of each of those places. Some thought it might be practical, 
others were entirely against entertaining this: all key functions of Tūhoe should be anchored within 
Tūhoe rohe: “Would it be a good idea Tūhoe services or social services, health services, in the 
cities?  Well no I think straight from where the Child Youth & Family is up there and then straight 
back here” (Tāne Rakuraku).  
 
 Role of Ngāi Tūhoe concerning abused or neglected Tūhoe children  
All Tūhoe participants in this research project are clear that to care and take responsibility for all 
Tūhoe children is an intrinsic part of being Tūhoe and of self-determination: “Tūhoe have always 
said we want to put our hand up for our own, to have our own back. Every other iwi would probably 
want that too.” (Leanne Tuwairua). The fact that a child may affiliate to a number of iwi through 
their parents and their four grandparents’ whakapapa was not seen as a particularly complicating 
issue by those I spoke to. Within which iwi connection a child was predominantly brought up is 
where one would lean towards first. 
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“And yes from the time they are born every child is four-sided.  But somewhere or 
rather it’s growing up it only remains with one side of those four sides, so you’ll 
find that that child will be pulled to one side when it’s growing up. ... So there is 
that whole understanding that you are four sides and you have freedom of choice. 
Whichever side predominantly that child was brought up in, you would tend to lean 
that way.  But if that tribe, like say if it’s half of Tūhoe, half of Ngāti Awa, and it was 
brought up on the Ngāti Awa side, and they cannot accommodate, that’s when 
Tūhoe will step in and say well you have your nanny’s whakapapa, you’re quite 
welcome to come to us.  And I think talking at the table, that’s how we’d be saying. 
We kōrero with ‘te kai o te rangatira ko te kōrero ko te kōrero ko te whakaaro ko 
te whakaaro ko te mārama.’” (author translation: the food of chiefs is conversation, 
from conversation comes knowing, from knowing comes clarity) (Kapua Oterangi 
Teua). 
 
Having no Tūhoe children in state care was affirmed as key priority. Concerning children and 
parenting Leanne Tuwairua decried that some Māori parents today too easily, for all the wrong 
reasons other than being busy with work, think that they don’t need to take full parental 
responsibility since someone else will, whether whānau or CYF. She believed that a strong 
connection to a traditional Tūhoe way to live would mean more responsibility for children and less 
abuse happening. Tūhoe participants pointed out a next step to establish how connected or 
disconnected those children and their whānau are to their Tūhoetanga, to principles around 
Tūhoetanga in terms of relationships with each other, with the environment and the land. The 
establishment of this body of knowledge about Tūhoe children in state care was felt as being of 
key importance, more so at this point in time than jumping to solutions for those children. 
The prevailing view was that it is not appropriate to re-locate all or most Tūhoe children in care to 
the tribal areas within and close to Te Urewera regardless of individual circumstances or 
connections elsewhere. 
“How do we actually achieve having zero tamariki in care? …It is not the intention 
of Tūhoe or Te Uru Taumatua to go in and say okay Child, Youth & Family we 
want their names and we want you to bring them here and we are going to tōhatu 
(distribute) them out to our own people; that is not the intention. What we want to 
be able to achieve from all of this is that how disconnected or connected are they 
with their Tūhoetanga and many principles around Tūhoetanga” (Roberta Ripaki). 
At the same time there is strong belief that a reconnection to Te Urewera nature and its Tūhoe 
communities has strong healing capacity. 
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 “It’s amazing what happens when you get them into the ngāhere (bush).  A lot of 
these kids they must have some DNA in there telling them hey this is your home.  
Yeah I really do think that’s got a lot to do with their healing, getting them out of 
trouble.  Keep them in there, bring them back home, teach them all about the 
ngāhere, all about tikanga Tūhoe, and find out who he is and tell him hey boy this 
is where you come from. … Tūhoe to me have got the genes of a hunter gatherer.  
We can’t help it, that’s where we come from. .. they need to be brought back home 
and put on a kind of guide to take them out, teaching a kid how to catch an eel, 
how to pick watercress, what’s a pikopiko (edible fern shoot)  … and all that type 
of food that our ancestors ate.” (Tāne Rakuraku) 
Several speakers were adamant that only Tūhoe know Tūhoe, their communities, where children 
will be safe and where they won’t be.  
“Our people know our people better than anybody, and around human resources 
we do have people that are quite safe, not necessarily perfect and tick every box, 
but are very successful at bringing up children and have the faith and the trust 
from the community.  Like my Mum and Dad for instance have brought up over 
sixty children in their lifetime.  My Dad still regularly visits the turf twice a week; my 
Mum has been a gambler.  But our home was always warm, safe, you always had 
food, and kids came and went.  They were like the local CYFS basically.  And 
when I started growing up I was bringing the kids in that were at homes where 
they were getting beaten.” (Leanne Tuwairua) 
 
The theme of Ngāi Tūhoe being responsible for Tūhoe children was unanimous, wherever they 
live, particularly those in contact with child welfare and as a first priority those in state care.  
Responsibility was taken at all levels of the iwi, Te Uru Taumatua, the tribal authorities (Waimana 
Kaaku, Tūhoe Manawarū, Te Komiti o Runga, Waikaremoana Tribal), hapū, marae and whānau. 
The four tribal authorities are also referred to as Tūhoe Tribal Executive Committees, Tūhoe 
Tribals or Taraipara; they have been in place for the last 50 years. 
 
From an Iwi Spatial planning perspective, the Tūhoe Tribals play a very pivotal 
role in determining the priorities for Te Uru Taumatua. On the ground and through 
the marae hapū of their rohe, the Tribals set the development priorities for their 
rohe, including the infrastructure to implement, deliver and monitor the outcomes 
for their communities. (Ngāi Tūhoe, 2016) 
 
Roberta Ripaki told me that there are efforts underway to establish a Tūhoe social service.  The 
conversation was less about a future organisational structure and functioning of this service, but 
of the conflict and soul search of having to go through the approval and accreditation processes 
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of the state, i.e. currently the Ministry of Social Development. There was pressure for iwi to model 
and seek approval from the very structures they wish to emancipate themselves from.  Roberta 
Ripaki responding to the fact that the Children’s, Young Persons and their Families Act 1989 
requires an assessment and approval process to enable an iwi social service to provide care or 
other functions for children in state care or act as a custodian or guardian stated that Te Uru 
Taumatua was  
“in the process of having our own Tūhoe iwi social service.  As much as that’s 
probably the last place we want to go to, we know that there is a legislative 
requirement, there are statutory obligations, and the only way that we are properly 
going to achieve at least part of those tamariki in care and the prevention, is that 
we have to be this Tūhoe iwi social service” (Roberta Ripaki).  
 
Concerning state procedures, scepticism was also levelled at the Family Group Conference 
(FGC) process as it is currently practiced in that it simply does not look and feel like the Māori 
process on which it was modelled: 
 
“Having been involved in probably three Family Group Conferences …  I don’t 
believe in that process .. the Crown has in place with the Family Group 
Conference. … FGC at the end of the day is a Crown-run whānau-get-together 
that is led by the Crown.  The outcome that comes out of that has to be to the 
desirability and to accountability to the Crown, not to the whānau or that tamaiti 
.[even though] we talk about that whole child-centric [process].  ...  So [when] we 
put the name of this mokopuna on the table in front of our whakapapa 
committee…that is the only focus.  You don’t need a Family Group Conference.  It 
is about that child, who that child whakapapas to, and who is it that we’re going to 
bring into this room to say here’s your mokopuna, how did you let it get to this 
point?” (Roberta Ripaki) 
 
There were differing views on the funding of Tūhoe social services, on one side a preference that  
“we should not be dependent on the Crown for their money. …We should not say 
what do we get out of it? … Money should be put aside by the iwi, … and if the 
child comes to me then I’ll look after it, and then the child is mine as a Tūhoe” 
(Tame Iti).  
 
I was told that this has been the approach in other sectors, i.e. Health: “We have our first Tūhoe 
medical centre here in Tāneātua, about to open up our second one in Waimana, and we receive 
no funding from the Crown, nothing. We don’t want it because with that comes the Crown criteria” 
(Roberta Ripaki). Others I spoke to cautioned that hard-fought for settlement resources should 
not be spent on essential services “because as taxpayers we’re entitled to have all the services 
that we should have” (Rose Pere). Rose Pere did agree that “we really need to set up our own 
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complex, our own agencies.  But as I said, the money needs to still come from the government.”  
She gave a comparison of efforts on her Ngāti Kahungunu side concerning the rehabilitation of 
prison inmates because “we haven’t really got anything positive out of the system in terms of 
imprisonment.”  
 
Ideas and capacity 
Notwithstanding his comments above, Tame Iti appears to be in agreement with Rose Pere in 
that State resources need to be applied to repairing the damage that the State has done (as 
opposed to the general resource that might be applied to supporting children). 
 
“I know through past experience that the system is not very good in supporting a 
lot of their stuff.  Sometimes they just dump the kids.  I remember back when I was 
working with a lot of the young kids and they would ring me up.  Of course I was 
running a programme and a young kid was picked up on the street there and 
actually even Tūhoe had no idea about this other than he knows his mum and dad 
are Tūhoe but brought up in the city.  And then they picked the kids up and then 
they just dumped the kids at my place with no resource. … The Crown needs also 
to be responsible for any of the children that are under their care.  So they need 
to be part of how we can facilitate that so the children are not being just dumped 
down there and they say well there you are. … .  It’s just like how we deal with the 
fact is that Te Urewera comes back to Tūhoe, so when they got it sixty years ago 
it didn’t have all the possum or the mouse and all of the derelicts they need to get 
rid of.  So the government is not going to just get off it quite easily and walk away.  
It’s all yours now.  Well you can pick up all your rubbish too ...  And so we don’t 
want to carry all the stuff that the government have created; we’ve got to put 
something in order to make it work, for the family to be able to deal with that 
situation … The child needs to be taken care of, and provide a safe environment 
for the child, and put in a safe situation, and then we can work away what those 
needs are.  It will be a roof on their heads, kai, and a whānau to work around it.  
And to build the mana, of the child, and maintaining the mana, because that’s 
really, really important for any human being.” (Tame Iti) 
 
Participants spoke of a long-standing discrepancy between what resources are spent in state-
supported therapeutic and / or residential facilities; those are typically located in the major urban 
centres and what whānau or local / rural programs are resourced with. Further, they spoke of a 
long-standing behaviour of state agencies to hand over responsibilities to whānau and hapū 
without the appropriate support: 
 
“Up in Auckland, kids up there getting into trouble. John Tamihere was saying it 
cost about $70,000 to look after them up Auckland.  But when they bring them 
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back here there’s nowhere near that … they just give peanuts back to the ones at 
home to look after them” (Tāne Rakuraku). 
 
They were clear that a handing over of all Tūhoe children with state child welfare involvement, 
once identified, to Tūhoe hapū would be setting things up for failure. Those children are invariably 
damaged via abuse and neglect; to address their resulting higher and varied needs will require 
setting up an appropriate support infrastructure within Ngāi Tūhoe rohe. Participants spoke of 
examples where regular care for damaged high-needs children was beyond whānau capacity 
without specialist support: “there was no way I could cope with him.  I had to watch him the whole 
time and he was fascinated by fire and all this sort of stuff”.   The envisaged overall approach was 
describes as holistic: “we’d have a whole team who know how to tune in with that child in terms 
of their total well-being “(Rose Pere) as opposed to segmenting a child’s needs and address them 
with different services, i.e. health, education, mental health: 
 
“We don’t separate them. … They deal with the same clientele but they can’t work 
together and I just find it unbelievable. They can turn up to a family home, the three 
different agencies, well that’s alien to us. … When I think of our total well-being, 
we look at eight dimensions in terms of a person’s development.  And the system 
doesn’t do that; it has trouble dealing with four4” (Rose Pere). 
 
There was criticism that services, i.e. parenting programs, were mostly in reaction to a problem, 
as part of a plan to rectify identified shortcomings: “You only go to a social service when there’s 
a problem. You’re not going to get those great parenting techniques or that education around 
parenting” (Leanne Tuwairua). One suggestion was to invest in positive parenting programs for 
all parents, young or first parents in particular, designed in a way that they are attractive to attend. 
 
On one hand, relating to a transitional or intermediate timeframe, there was a clear expectation 
that the state had a responsibility to assist with the resourcing of that infrastructure and of 
resourcing individual client scenarios appropriate to their individual circumstances. On the other, 
there was the vision for a future where Tūhoe fully assume responsibility across every area, not 
just child or general welfare, with its own resources. At the core of this wish is the knowledge that 
with Crown funding come Crown criteria. As Tame Iti says: “We’ve got to be totally independent 
in order for us to be responsible.”   
 
Concerning children in care, in addition to identifying and supporting the right whānau to provide 
safe homes, participants also talked about designated “homes throughout Te Urewera, to take 
care of these abused children to relate them back to their whakapapa, their tikanga and kawa 
                                          
4 Reference to two models: Te Wheke (Octopus): the head represents the child/family. Each 
tentacle represents a dimension that gives sustenance to the whole. Te Whare Tapa Whā: 
four dimensions (physical, spiritual, family, and mind). 
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(protocol, rules).  Because deep down our kawa was non-abuse to our children” (Kapua Oterangi 
Teua). They would need to be appropriately resourced, that they are screened and staffed to 
address the effects of abuse and neglect the children have suffered: “whatever issues, whether it 
be drugs, alcohol, physical abuse, sexual abuse, you have to fix up that first. Once that gets taken 
care of then you relate them back to their whakapapa” (Kapua Oterangi Teua). These could be 
interim places for intensive work to be done before children transition to suitable whānau. 
Participants talked of examples in various times and places within Te Urewera where children 
and young people were sheltered and nurtured, at times without state involvement or assistance 
and not necessarily relating to children in state care.  
 
“When I went up there I changed the whole philosophy of that naughty boy’s camp, 
and within six months there was no abuse. I empowered them as being policemen 
of their own bunkrooms because they were always getting ripped off.  So we laid 
down the rules together and I made them part of what it is to be Māori.  We had 
hui and we talked about things as a group and made them part of the decision-
making and empowered them.  And at the other end we also gave them their 
whakapapa, no matter which part of the country, they had a whakapapa and a 
history and it was our job to re-link them.  And it worked … And teaching them 
whaikorero (formal speech), teaching them karakia, teaching them haka, waiata.  
So when we had manuhiri (guests) the boys would do a whaikorero to them, and 
do a karakia, and they’d never done that before.” (Kapua Oterangi Teua) 
 
There was further detail suggested that Tūhoe would need to establish a charter, a set of rules, 
expectations and accountabilities on how these houses are run. Also that before any children 
would move to such a house “there has to be an interview with the child and the family and then 
you have to sell your programme up there, no good to force them” (Kapua Oterangi Teua). 
Kaumatua saw the investment in their children in general as a wise investment for Ngāi Tūhoe, 
building the iwi skills base and capacity into the future. “What I’m saying to our iwi authorities, 
let’s fund our academic children and then they work for us for two years.  How much did it cost 
you fellas to hire a Pākeha lawyer to run Tūhoe affairs?” (Kapua Oterangi Teua). 
 
“A lot of people say that it’s a Pākeha world, and I said well the Pākeha world 
hasn’t done you much good, that is why you’re coming to us for help. ...  Oh well 
why are you taking my children back to teach them their Tūhoetanga, how can that 
get them a job in the future?  And I said well first of all you’ve got to look after the 
spiritual and the mental.  The job is the ‘physical’, so until you take care of the 
spiritual and the mental, he’s no good at a job. … It’s not only about fixing up 
whatever problem that child suffered from, but it’s also looking at the taonga and 
the gifts of that child, and once you identify the taonga and the gifts of that child, 
then you can identify the pathway. … In our Tūhoe world you’re not a failure 
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because you can’t do your maths and science.  Every child is a gift and has a gift 
within it.  It’s about bringing it out.” (Kapua Oterangi Teua) 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
Figure 6: Lake Waikaremoana – Te Urewera. Source: private. 
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2. Feedback from the child protection frontline 
Introduction 
In comparison with gathering data from Tūhoe participants, the focus group sessions with Child 
Youth and Family (CYF) social workers were more structured and moved quickly towards state 
child welfare practice for vulnerable Tūhoe children. Most of the responses and themes in all three 
CYF sites where I conducted focus group sessions were relevant to Māori children and whānau 
rather than specific to Tūhoe. For this exploration to be of maximum use, it was important that 
participants felt free and safe to present the actual picture of current statutory child welfare 
engagement and social work practice concerning Tūhoe and Māori children. To ensure their 
anonymity, CYF participants and the analysis of their conversations were not grouped into the 
CYF sites I visited. 
 
Key for direct quotes of CYF social workers: CYF social workers 1 to 5 are Māori, 6 to 12 are 
tauiwi / non-Māori. All focus group sessions with CYF participants were undertaken in the period 
between August 2015 and October 2015. 
 
How well informed are social workers about Māori and Tūhoe children? 
All social workers on the CYF sites I visited said that information about whānau, hapū and iwi of 
Māori client children, as it is recorded within CYF systems, is frequently insufficient, incorrect and 
unreliable. This related to scenarios where: 
1) A social worker is allocated a child or children after these have been referred to the CYF 
site following a report of concern initially made to by the CYF national call centre:  
“A lot of the reported concerns that we go and visit on, a lot of the genogram5 or 
the ethnicity is not filled in.  It could be just classed as general, so it’s just ‘Māori’ 
ethnicity” (CYF social worker 1). 
 
2) CYF is already working with a client child or children at various levels, i.e. investigation, 
assessment, Family Group Conference, care / custody, and their case is re-allocated to a 
new social worker: “So quite often you might get a case allocated and you don’t see the 
connection, it’s pretty common. I think that sometimes the social workers will guess what 
iwi they come from” (CYF social worker 2) 
 
Our conversations about paucity of information related less to generic social work assessments, 
i.e. schooling, healthy attachments, quality and safety of parenting, health, but specifically to the 
correct identification and recording of a Māori client’s iwi, hapū, connection to specific marae, the 
location of those and names / contact details of wider whānau. In addition and prior to this, some 
social workers believed that for numerous children with CYF contact “we never know what 
ethnicity or gender the child is, and often our informational notes that are on file are not very 
                                          
5 Genogram: a graph within CYF client records that displays family relationships. 
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supportive of identifying that, as well as trying to find out whether they are Maori” (CYF social 
worker 6), others that are not New Zealand Māori are incorrectly recorded as such.  Participants 
wished for more information being established right at the start which in most cases is the initial 
report of concern made to the CYF national call centre. A report of concern can be made by 
anyone, professional or private, and that person may not necessarily be suitably informed about 
the child or children’s ethnicity or iwi affiliation. Some however, i.e. school professionals, 
concerned friends or family will have that knowledge. “The contact centre as well needs to ask 
them better questions when things first come in because sometimes we don’t even have gender 
or ethnicities. … So it’s just asking those correct questions in a sensitive way, at that stage before 
it even gets to site can make a big difference” (CYF social worker 7). 
 
The actual social work assessment and potential intervention however starts once the concerns 
have been referred to the CYF site of the area where the at-risk children reside. Concerning 
finding out client children’s correct Iwi affiliations and recording it, one participant said 
“I don’t think they (social workers) are at all very diligent … I know in the Auckland 
region … it’s the way they work with them, so mostly they would go out, they’ll hit 
them with the concerns first, and I don’t think that’s the best way of doing it. And 
so they don’t end up getting that kind of information and they don’t find that it’s 
important” (CYF social worker 4). 
 
The responses of CYF participants, although being clear that this research project relates to 
Tūhoe children specifically, were mostly about all Māori children with state child welfare contact 
since the systemic issues were typically the same for all iwi affiliations. A thorough whānau search 
depends strongly on the individual CYF staff, on his / her supervisor, “my supervisor fought for 
that process because these are Māori children.  So we undertook the process of looking for Māori 
whānau” (CYF social worker 5) and on the team and a CYF site, i.e. a site might operate differently 
“because it’s more Māori oriented” (CYF social worker 4). 
 
A strong theme was that there is no organisational systematic support to frontline staff for the 
purpose of establishing correct iwi / hapū and wider whānau research; rather CYF social workers 
relied on their own knowledge, that of Māori colleagues and, particularly concerning families with 
a long CYF involvement, the knowledge of longer serving colleagues on sites, Māori and non-
Māori: 
“Colleagues have told me, non-Māori colleagues, there’s no training for them 
around being able to do a wider search in terms of whakapapa.  They were quite 
honest with me, that they don’t know how to do that. …They’re not brought up in 
a way that they had those connections or that extended whānau as close whānau” 
(CYF social worker 3). 
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Non-Māori staff reported their reactions of shock and anxiety when in their early stages as CYF 
social workers they were expected to undertake wider whānau search for Māori children: 
“We don’t get any resources to help us with that, so that limits your ability of 
knowing who to contact. … Honestly I wouldn’t know where to start. We have good 
relationships with some of the iwi that we work closely with, but if I found out that 
they had siblings in other iwi areas I would be lost” (CYF social worker 6). 
 
They felt thrown into the deep end, under continuous time pressure due to high caseloads and 
the continuous flow of incoming new cases. They found their professional supervision task-
completion oriented rather than assisting them culturally and with whānau / iwi research. 
Whakapapa information did not go beyond the nuclear family 
 
“It’s back to the beginning when those children first come into care, there’s not 
robustness around a whānau searching. … I think we’d all agree that there’s not.  
We look at just the nuclear whānau, if you like, rather than the why the whānau 
aren’t getting everybody together, and it’s having the resources and the time to do 
a really good job around that.” (CYF social worker 7). 
 
In many cases whakapapa information was completely absent. 
 
“When you look through the history (of a case), CYF might have had 15 intakes 
and still the information’s not there with those 15 intakes.  So sometimes you are 
starting from the beginning, even though we’ve got a history with that whānau.  I 
think that comes down to a lack of understanding by the organisation, and that’s 
something that’s really important to Māori children.” (CYF social worker 1) 
 
There was an issue expressed with regard to CYF staff who are not originally from New Zealand 
and who have studied social work overseas. Knowledge about Māori, iwi, tikanga, bi-cultural 
practice had not been a part of their social work study and qualification. The extent to which they 
can catch up on that knowledge is strongly dependent on the individual, on where they live, and 
the cultural mix on the site they work in.  Many of these knowledge / awareness gaps are by no 
means limited to social workers who are immigrants; there was consensus that knowledge about 
the Treaty of Waitangi, why and how it is important for Māori children was superficial if existent at 
all. Participants went further to point out a lack of empathy and willingness among some non-
Māori staff to understand our current place and obligations in the historic context of working with 
Māori. Staff, however, also spoke of initiatives to increase knowledge and awareness of tikanga 
Māori. 
 
“We talked about how can we implement things like Te Reo Māori, … but unless 
you’ve got the drivers to do that, it all goes by the wayside. It’s always a small 
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minority that are willing to push and push, but then when you come up with ideas 
like Matariki (Māori New Year), people are oh, I’m not doing that, nah, waste of 
time” (CYF social worker 3). 
 
In addition to information not gathered or not recorded, social workers spoke of a poor transfer of 
knowledge when a child’s / children’s case is re-allocated from one social worker to another, from 
one team to another or from one site to another. Organised face-to face consultations were an 
exception leaving the newly allocated social worker to read what is recorded which, as we have 
seen, was reported as being unreliable in the context of iwi identity and knowledge of wider 
whānau / hapū. Social workers were realistic that potential reasons don’t solely lie within CYF 
offices and systems; sometimes it is with the whānau: 
 
“They just looked at us like everything that we presented was our fault.  I remember 
when we presented to them, in fourteen years there were 47 police call-outs to the 
family that we know of, and then they looked at us like so where were you?  And 
all I had in my head was you guys are the whānau, where were you? … We know 
them from 1995, and now I’m working with their grandson.  They know all the 
systems, they know what FGC is, they know what whānau hui is, and what our 
expectations are, they know all that.  But it’s really hard for me to gather 
information and engage with them.  They don’t want to give me any family names.” 
(CYF social worker 8)  
 
Social workers spoke of a number of reasons why whānau in contact with CYF might not share 
information about wider whānau and hapū: 
a) Embarrassment and shame of child abuse or neglect issues becoming more widely 
known. 
b) Wishing to block one side of a child’s whānau, e.g. the paternal side, from being a part of 
solution seeking or from having the care of a child. In some cases whānau would rather 
see children remain in state care than disclose parts of wider whānau that might be a safe 
alternative: “They know previously their kids just went to paternal family, so they’re not 
giving the dad’s name” (CYF social worker 12). 
c) There are whānau who have been in state child welfare contact for several generations. 
Social workers said some of these don’t see CYF-involvement as a deterrent. They are 
used to the state systems, are often better informed than new or newly allocated social 
workers and know how to use resources or how to block information. 
d) Not knowing much about wider whānau or hapū origins. Urban Māori and Māori whānau 
having lived in cities and other areas, i.e. market gardens, for several generations, but 
don’t affiliate to the local iwi. Some of these know that they are Māori but not much more. 
Children not knowing all or any of their grandparents were mentioned repeatedly.  
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e) A higher unwillingness to share with non-Māori staff was raised as a question, but not 
answered with certainty. 
f) A scarcity or unavailability to CYF social workers in some areas of kaumatua and kuia 
with good whakapapa knowledge. 
 
Engagement by CYF social workers with Māori whānau 
The initial engagement with whānau in response to a report of concern was frequently spoken of: 
“It’s really hard to fit our timeframes with the family that we’re working with and 
trying to force those timeframes on them.  I understand we have to because that’s 
the nature of our work, but it’s sort of hypocritical to me.  Because even for myself 
I wouldn’t want to disclose my life story to someone I was just meeting.” (CYF 
social worker 6) 
 
Māori and other social workers spoke of time pressure and the relentless flow of new reports of 
concern preventing them from engaging in a manner and depth they would think is best: 
 
“I think that communication is huge; the ability just to take the time to draw out the 
discussion so that it draws out information. …I think we’re so busy and fast-paced 
that I’ve missed a lot. … And then it seems like a check box activity when you’re 
like oh, what iwi are you as well? When you get back you have to do all these other 
things and sometimes it does slip people’s minds.  But I think a lot of the times it 
doesn’t even get asked, to be honest, when you first go out there.” (CYF social 
worker 6) 
 
Highlighted was also the importance of researching what is known to date about a Māori whānau 
before heading out to engage with them. All felt that with better engagement practice they would 
more likely obtain wider and more constructive information and set the scene for a better ongoing 
cooperation: 
“if you go in under their terms first, you can actually find out more information than 
going in and hitting that barrier or brick wall because they refuse to speak to you 
until they’ve got the actual supports around them” (CYF social worker 4). 
 
Māori social workers also highlighted the importance that 
 “their cultural needs are also met when engaging with whānau, so that just means 
[social workers are] settled and in a comfortable position so then the whānau can 
also feel comfortable when we do engage. I have gone out on a number of 
occasions with my non-Maori colleagues; we have different understandings on 
how we approach the situation” (CYF social worker 2).  
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Overall being aware and respectful of tikanga will produce better collaboration and results for 
children. Some whānau would not engage or cooperate unless elders were present; “I’ve found 
it’s better to have elders in the room too.  They seem to be able to control if heightened emotions 
start up, they are able to bring that down to actually it’s concerns around the kids, not about you 
as the adults” (CYF social worker 4).  
 
A theme that wove itself through conversations is the tension between social workers’ passion to 
do the best for vulnerable children and the need to attend to “the next pressing matter, which is 
usually intakes, investigations” (CYF social worker 6). One social worker offered an image: “every 
step we take out there we’re actually stepping in someone else’s footsteps.  We’re just the thread 
within a rope so what are we going to give to that to make it stronger” (CYF social worker 2). 
There was however also disillusionment about how little fundamental positive change has been 
achieved in the last 20 to 30 years for at-risk Māori children: “how many years on and we still 
have the same issues? … If you don’t know what didn’t work back then, how are you going to 
change how we’re moving forward?” (CYF social worker 1)  Some whānau had state child welfare 
intervention over three generations yet the issues affecting their children remained largely the 
same. Some social workers felt that they were becoming increasingly institutionalised in how they 
went about their day to day social work, how they found it increasingly hard to approach real life 
scenarios without a CYF organisational lens and agenda: 
 
“Do we have the capacity and ability in the organisation to think outside of the 
agenda that we have?  We know what the concerns and the issues are, but do we 
have the capacity to go out there without that lens? It’s almost like a veil kind of 
thing and I see it all the time when I’m engaging with whānau and their responses 
are attuned to that practice.” (CYF social worker 7) 
 
Social work implications of inaccurate information about Māori and Tūhoe children 
Accurate and in-depth knowledge about Māori children’s whānau, hapū and iwi connections is a 
core base upon which to build child welfare social work in accordance with the principles or “spirit” 
of New Zealand’s child welfare legislation, i.e. 
• A child's or young person's family, whānau, hapū, iwi, and family group should participate 
in the making of decisions affecting that child or young person. 
• In determining the person in whose care the child or young person should be placed, 
priority should, where practicable, be given to a person who is a member of the child's or 
young person's hapū or iwi. 
My conversations with CYF frontline staff confirmed that an ongoing incomplete and inconsistent 
knowledge within CYF about the exact affiliations of Māori children, their whakapapa and wider 
whānau connections often lead to interventions including non-kin placements that are 
inappropriate culturally and as prescribed by the legislation’s principles.  
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“My passion is children in care and even though that is my passion, that’s what I 
wanted to get into the job to do, I found myself slipping into the pattern of once 
children have come into care and they’ve settled you’re onto the next more 
pressing matter, which is usually intakes, investigations.  And it’s very easy for 
children in care to float once they’re settled without doing that further exploratory 
work and that is contacting iwi if that’s appropriate. …  It just goes out of your mind 
because you just don’t have the time to focus on it as much as you’d like to.” (CYF 
social worker 6) 
 
Some social workers, Māori in particular, spoke of examples where “a Māori social worker and a 
Māori supervisor say hold on, no, we’re not quite prepared to go home for life with non-kin when 
there’s a possibility of whānau out there.  There were examples where their belief and persistence 
later in the overall case history changed outcomes: 
 
“I’m not quite sure what our colleagues did in Auckland, they obviously reached a 
consensus to recommend to the caregivers home for life. It was non-kin, and that 
particular whānau was known here in Waikato so we did a wider search for Māori 
whānau.  We called a whānau hui and there were over 40 to 50 whānau and we 
found whānau caregivers for them” (CYF social worker 4). 
 
While whānau may not be all that wonderful, the alternatives are worse. One participant 
acknowledged this fundamental ethical dilemma for statutory social workers: 
 
“I often have cases with Māori kids, and you can see where things are going and 
you’re trying to put everything into it.  You’re trying to keep these kids with their 
parents.  And I think it’s a reality we often talk about here at site, what do we have 
better to offer them?  They come into our care and some of these kids drift from 
caregiver to caregiver for years” (CYF social worker 9). 
 
The situation for Māori social workers: 
In the absence of systematic guidance around Māori iwi identification and whānau search, social 
workers often turn to their Māori colleagues for help. Māori focus group participants accepted 
“being approached by our colleagues around whakapapa search or a whānau search when they 
know we’re from a particular iwi”; however they pointed out that there was no organisational 
recognition of the additional expectations on them and no adjusting of their caseloads: “not only 
did we have our contractual mahi (work) here, but we also had all these other little additives that 
were, I guess, expected of us” (CYF social worker 5). They were mindful of the fact that they may 
not always be the best informed person about a particular whānau, i.e. from an iwi other than their 
own, but they were confident that they could always offer ideas on what to try. Some Māori social 
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workers were critical of their own in the context of Māori staff being approached by non-Māori 
staff regarding their knowledge: 
 
“My non- Māori colleagues will say to me that they’re mindful of who they approach 
when it comes to things Māori for fear of the repercussions that they get.  ....  I’m 
not going to whakaiti or belittle the colleagues’ whakaaro or ideas if they’re 
contributing to the discussion. …   I’m getting feedback that they won’t approach 
(some Māori colleagues) - and that’s probably why we’re getting approached more 
often from them now - because the response is very aggressive.” (CYF social 
worker 1) 
 
One site had organised a Māori rōpū (group, committee) on site to which enquiries could be 
directed and who could utilise their external links should they not have an answer themselves; 
another site spoke of a rōpū having been disbanded in the course of a site re-structure. Again 
this additional effort for the greater benefit of all social workers was not taken into account and 
members of the rōpū ”still got their mahi that they have to do on top of trying to make these 
connections and do this other stuff in terms of rōpū” (CYF social worker 4). 
 
This issue of poor resourcing also applied to the example of a local kaumatua being available to 
a CYF site.  “We go to [him] first, and he goes to the iwi or someone that he knows in the iwi and 
talks to them”. This kaumatua is also “our main man that whenever we hold a mihi whakatau 
(welcome ceremony), bring new staff in, or if we have to attend hui” (CYF social worker 9). He is 
not, however, a CYF employee: “we do follow the process of koha (donation, contribution).  I’m 
not too sure what that koha looks like”. 
 
Māori CYF staff in particular expressed sadness about cases where Māori children have come 
into state care, many placed with non-kin caregivers, and it is clear that records reflect little 
knowledge and involvement of wider whānau and hapū. They reported to be deeply conflicted 
when they were allocated Māori children who had been in care for some time, where the case 
direction had been made much earlier and sanctioned in the children’s Family Court plans, i.e. 
towards permanent caregivers not connected to the child through whakapapa and iwi links, 
seemingly due to a lack of safe options within whānau and hapū.  Often through their own 
immediate knowledge of names and connections Māori staff sometimes recognise that that the 
sample of options considered was inappropriately small, whereby the Māori child in care and its 
iwi have been denied their indigenous bond for systemic rather than safety reasons. 
 
There are other reasons suggested that prevent Māori children from being placed with whānau 
caregivers. Most of these stem from the fact that children with Family Court custody orders must 
only be placed with approved caregivers, whānau or non-whānau. As mentioned earlier, the 
caregiver assessment and approval process (Child, Youth and Family, 2016) considers a 
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person’s or couple’s Police / conviction and CYF history, then also the suitability of their home 
and their beliefs and strategies around parenting: 
 
“We might have found a great uncle who was involved in the last family group 
conference but he didn’t turn up to that family group conference because he is 
hōhā (annoyed ) with the Ministry because we keep holding his history against him 
and so he can’t provide support for these teenage boys of his.” (CYF social worker 
10) 
 
Māori social workers disagreed with some decisions they had experienced throughout this 
process. For example, in some cases they felt the nature of Police history should not have 
prevented Māori children from living where they wanted to live: 
 
“They did a whole search, but they couldn’t find anybody that would be appropriate 
and meet our criteria.  And I think that’s one of the challenges and the barriers is 
our criteria that we have when assessing whānau … The children were settled, 
they had many placements before they were placed with this whānau, and they 
had the best behaviour, the most progress, and then unfortunately the adults had 
done some benefit stuff – fraud – so the children were just moved. … Sometimes 
the decisions that we make are more about meeting the organisation’s criteria than 
that of the child and being with whānau. …  So I struggle with that, and that’s been 
on several cases. … These children ended up in a Pākehā placement where they 
still are.” (CYF social worker 1) 
 
 In other cases they felt a Western view on what is suitable housing influenced approval / decline 
decisions unduly: 
 
“Whānau caregivers were going through the assessment process, and one of the 
alarm bells is the amount of people living in the home. …I’m going to have to 
challenge that also because the children, whose voice I’m listening to, have stated 
that they really want to go and live with this family and so has the whānau” (CYF 
social worker 5). 
 
They also felt that lengthy caregiver assessment time-frames, particularly where difficult decisions 
around convictions or CYF history need to be made or several CYF sites are involved, are highly 
frustrating for whānau and children: “We can’t wait, and we have to find placement in that 
timeframe, that’s another difficulty we have as well” (CYF social worker 10). 
 
CYF site structures  
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Each CYF site currently has discretion how it organises within its teams the different social work 
responsibilities: intake (initial responses to new reports of concerns), investigation and 
assessment, intervention at Family Group Conference level, intervention at Family Court level 
(mostly care / custody). Social workers described their sites’ structures and how these affected 
their work. How those site structures and differences affect work with whānau are described: 
1. Generic caseloads and geographic area ‘patches’: Apart from few specialised roles, e.g. 
caregiver social worker, all social workers work in all work responsibilities. Their caseloads 
comprise of a mix of all possible CYF involvement points and levels with children (known as 
generic caseloads). The only specialisation is each team covers cases within a specific 
geographical area of the overall site area.  A difficulty of generic caseloads is “to ensure that 
the kids in care get the most 100% social work that they need ‘because there’s a reason why 
they’re in care. … Generic can become difficult when you’re trying to manage everything” 
(CYF social worker 2). This is due to the pressure of social workers needing to meet many 
timeframes in the intake and investigation areas:  
 
“It does make it difficult when you’ve got to manage that balance of kids in care 
and getting your new intakes. … I should be focusing on getting them out of our 
care back into whānau first, but then you’ve got KPI’s (Key Performance 
Indicators) that are pushing you too” (CYF social worker 9). 
 
2. Dedicated care team(s).: Depending on the site’s size, number of teams and total number of 
children in care, one or more teams are solely dedicated to children in care. These social 
workers are ‘sheltered’ from the fast moving areas of intakes and investigations: “the intake 
teams will take that but with the care team we concentrate on the children who are in care” 
(CYF social worker 11). They will only receive new cases if children come into care / custody 
or children in care move to the site’s area from another area and their cases are transferred. 
The idea is that this enables social workers to assess and organise the children’s therapeutic, 
educational and health needs, work with their parents where a return home is possible or 
good caregivers within their families / whānau and thereby enable children to safely leave 
state care, also “there are a lot of Court documents to be filed, we arrange Christmas access 
and all those kinds of things” (CYF social worker 11). In this as in other specialisation 
structures there can be tensions between teams around when or in what state a case should 
be handed from one team to another. It can also be difficult for whānau and children to 
understand why there is a change in social worker at a particular point. 
3. Generic caseloads and intake rosters. Social workers take turns to focus on new intakes / 
reports of concerns only for set days or weeks:  
 
“Social workers on intake, whatever comes that week they will pick that case up 
and go out and do the safety assessment. And the other social workers are just 
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trying to close the cases or make the decision if it needs to go to FGC so we can 
move our cases” (CYF social worker 12).   
 
Depending on a site’s size, there can be differing ways to organise rosters. Risks for children 
in care are as described above for generic caseloads. And social workers spoke of 
stakeholders, families and children finding it difficult to understand or accept that at certain 
times (when on roster) a social worker will be preoccupied with something else and will do 
little or no follow-up on their matters:  
 
“You have all this intake happening within the week but then you also have all 
these other phone calls and what not coming in from services, from family, about 
all your cases that are sitting there because you can’t touch them” (CYF social 
worker 4). 
 
Social workers were critical where site structures are changed without consultation with them: “all 
of a sudden it just went all patching areas, rōpū team was disbanding, no negotiation, it was just 
done” (CYF social worker 6), also where structures have been changed too frequently, three times 
in less than 2 years in one example: “We started as specialised teams. And then about eight 
months ago we went all generic teams, and the intakes would just go out to whoever had the 
capacity.  And then now within the last couple of months we have done the intake weeks (roster)” 
(CYF social worker 9). 
 
Relationships with Iwi services 
All sites spoke of CYF site connections with iwi being predominately focused on those iwi where 
the site is located; an immediate mismatch with the fact that a site’s, particularly an urban site’s, 
Māori client whānau may affiliate to many different iwi of Aotearoa. Further on there are numerous 
towns which do not have a CYF site-location; iwi services in those towns were described as more 
disconnected from CYF, “so one of the things that the leadership team needed to do was develop 
the relationships, because historically social workers would travel in and out” (CYF social worker 
10). Some staff felt that projects to bring iwi and CYF efforts around Māori children closer together 
were mainly occurring at management level and therefore not particularly tangible to frontline 
staff.  There was speculation whether relationships with iwi services are limited because they 
were predominately approached in times of urgent operational needs: 
“There’s an element of us only asking for help from iwi when we want something 
from them, and so that’s the relationship that we’ve actually built for ourselves with 
a lot of family and iwi groups here, we only contact them when we want something 
from them” (CYF social worker 6). 
 
Comments on cooperation between iwi services and CYF varied widely; some social workers 
thought that iwi services are not funded for what would assist the CYF frontline most, i.e. whānau 
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research and identifying whānau and hapū placements appropriate to the Māori child in care. 
Others thought that there are ingrained negative attitudes and perceptions within many iwi 
services towards CYF combined with expectations that complex issues within Māori whānau are 
CYF’s work: 
 
“I don’t like to hear the negativity come from my own tangata whenua, my people, 
or Māori, about us as CYFS when we have some really good Māori and tauiwi 
(foreigners, non-Māori) in there trying to do the best that they can. … On one hand 
you’ve got everyone moaning and groaning about how we do things or how we’re 
not doing things, and then when we give them the opportunity they say no, no, no, 
no, we’re a bit frightened.” (CYF social worker 2) 
 
Some of the more positive comments were about resources that were initiated locally (rather than 
nation-wide contracted programmes), like 
“smaller Māori group organisations such as the Whānau Resource Centre, which 
was originally set up by women to work with Māori whānau, … They provide a lot 
of support to us. The kuia from that organisation assist us to get in the door” (CYF 
social worker 8).  
 
Section 187 of the Children’s, Young Persons and their Families Act 1989 enables the Family 
Court to request a cultural and community report pertaining to children in need of care and 
protection and to direct that the person’s or organisation’s fees and expenses be paid for this 
purpose. This would appear to be a good vehicle to establish relevant knowledge about Māori 
children that can help guide social work and care direction. One of the focus group participants 
knew of an example where this option had been used. Consequent to the report a Family Court 
Judge asked that CEO’s of two iwi services attend the Family Court matter of a Māori child in 
care: “Twice he has called them to Court now, and they haven’t turned up at this stage, to really 
say this is how we’re going to help out with finding placements” (CYF social worker 2). Equally 
the social workers I spoke to had not encountered examples of Māori children coming into the 
custody of iwi services (rather than CYF / state care), which the Act has allowed for since 1989: 
“I don’t think I’ve ever encountered that.  I’ve read it in the Act, I’ve seen that that can happen, 
but I’ve never actually heard of it ever happening” (CYF social worker 9). 
 
A theme expressed by Tūhoe participants also surfaced with CYF social workers expressing 
sadness around the extent to which the protection of children is viewed as being predominately 
the job of professionals. This was discussed specifically in relation to Māori whānau, hapū, iwi 
and iwi services. There was doubt that iwi are set up and resourced to exercise full self-
determination for children in need of care and protection. And there was the fundamental question 
of trust in relation to indigenous self-determination regarding child welfare: 
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“The bottom line is do we trust them?  I wonder if it comes down to that.  Do we 
trust iwi to be self-determining?  Like it’s just a bigger question I guess, because 
isn’t that what was in keeping with Pūao-Te-Ata-Tū?  Isn’t that the whole self-
determination, the whole essence of a family group conference is for the whānau 
to have that opportunity?  As social workers we identify and assess the needs and 
the risk to the child but then it should be handed to the family to deal with it.” (CYF 
social worker 8) 
 
Local initiatives and ideas: 
An overall observation was that proactive initiatives by CYF staff outside of the prescribed 
largely reactive social work routine invariably succumbed to the need to attend to the 
constant flow of acute child protection work. 
 
We did organise a whānau day.  We’ve got three families all interconnected that 
we have a lot of their kids in care ranging from new-borns or unborns right up to 
the teenagers.  …  And what was successful learning for that day was that the 
cousins could see each other and the kids were really thrilled to be with each other, 
and the photograph opportunities, because a lot of them had never had family 
photographs. … our social workers on site were so busy that only myself and the 
supervisor could attend.  We didn’t have any of our social workers turn up because 
they were all so busy dealing with various crises. (CYF social worker 8) 
 
Several social workers thought that “most sites would benefit from a cultural adviser sitting in their 
office that can focus solely on trying to connect with iwi” (CYF social worker 9), without those 
advisers necessarily needing to be social workers and without having their own caseloads as 
such. “It would be good to have somebody walking along within Child, Youth and Family that can 
gather that information, to get that genogram of that wider whakapapa that we wouldn’t as social 
workers necessarily get”. They could assist the whole site with whānau research, whakapapa 
knowledge; coordinate with other cultural advisors, making connections with iwi, setting up hui 
with whānau. One such initiative where a cultural advisor was appointed for a limited timeframe 
was spoken of highly: 
 
“We had her for a year, …, she was brilliant with setting up hui, meetings, anything 
to bring the wider whānau together.  It was absolutely brilliant, and she had the 
time to actually research when we got stuck with whānau” (CYF social worker 1). 
 
She also ensured that iwi or iwi services were set up to be contacted readily in various stages of 
CYF involvement, e.g. to assist with identifying whānau or, encouraging and supporting them to 
participate in the decision making for their children.  
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There was a strong wish that iwi and iwi services be set up to participate much more assertively 
in providing care for tamariki in state care / custody: “I think we have to look at iwi placements or 
hapū placements so at least they are with the family, so they’re not different, like CYFS kids” 
(CYF social worker 10). This is to varying degrees occurring through shared care or bed night 
contracts, where organisations including iwi organisations, which have the necessary approval 
status, can enter into contracts with CYF sites to provide care for children. Social workers spoke 
however about the need to use less contractual commercial approaches such as private 
caregivers / caregiver couples being approved and ready in each iwi should there be a need to 
place children who affiliate to that iwi, or the process of children being placed into the custody of 
their iwi, which, as has been explained, is entirely possible legally. This would of course require 
significant negotiations with each iwi. 
 
“It would be really good if there was even just a care contact person we could go 
to for different iwi. … And so what I’ve always thought it would be great if different 
iwi could have caregivers who could take on these kids so they’re at least with 
wider whānau links rather than drifting through our system. …   And that person 
may know their grandparents or know an aunty or something like that and I just 
think it would make things a lot less traumatic for the kids that we are dealing with.”  
(CYF social worker 9) 
 
Another wish was that for large whānau or otherwise complex and work-intensive cases, in 
particular those with generational child welfare history, for dedicated teams to be set up which 
include Māori involvement to place “that sole focus on trying to find whānau and be able to go 
into the iwi” (CYF social worker 4). A frequently recurring discussion is whether Family Group 
Conferences for Māori whānau should more often be held on marae. FGC are at times held on 
marae; one coordinator spoke of urban marae, some of those being available to any iwi affiliation 
and of her condition that whānau need to be able and willing to manage and organise appropriate 
marae tikanga processes themselves, an ability not necessarily present for some urban whānau: 
 
“I’m a Pākeha woman and running family group conferences on marae, I require 
cultural support to enter a marae of course. …They insisted on holding it on the 
marae but they were not able to fulfil the cultural aspect of that at all. … FGC’s 
should be held more on the marae but we’ve encountered this one where I have 
decided personally unless the whānau are able to manage the tikanga themselves 
then I am not prepared to run it on a marae.” (CYF social worker 10). 
 
Concerning the Family Group Conference’s resemblance to the Māori tikanga process it derives 
from, CYF social worker 3 further commented that 
“the FGC process is quite formulated. We offer a karakia and that’s about it. … 
FGC should be on a marae if possible.  And also, with that process again, time 
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constraints.  It’s supposed to be family time.  Now, for me that means if it takes 
two days it takes two days, but we kind of shuffle people along. But really, once 
the plans are formulated by the whānau it has to then be in line with our way of 
thinking.” 
 
Another theme expressed by Tūhoe participants that also surfaced with CYF participants 
was that more intensive work needed to be done with parents / adults in order to effect real 
and sustained change for the children in their care: 
“They pour so much money into children but the change needs to start with their 
parents, because parents are always going to be their parents and we love our 
parents despite everything that they do to us. Whenever they go visit their home 
they go back because home is still the same as when they left” (CYF social worker 
8). 
 
The currently funded programs were seen as largely ineffective sessions which parents could 
easily complete in order to satisfy formulated FGC or Family Court plans. And they were 
typically aimed at those where the damage to children had already been done. Throughout 
all conversations with CYF frontline staff it was palpable that their core concern was to achieve 
better results for the Māori children and whānau they were working with. 
 
“Thinking about the Treaty, what it means for the children in care because that’s 
some of that lack of understanding and two cultures - Child, Youth and Family, 
which is statutory, and Māori culture, and they’re still divided.  …  Until we can 
come and have a better understanding of the cultural differences and how we can 
align them somehow, then I can’t see those statistics changing.” (CYF social 
worker 3) 
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Chapter 5: Discussion 
1. Introduction 
This final chapter brings together the literature review and the research data from Tūhoe and CYF 
participants. Ngāi Tūhoe has specifically included social issues and child welfare in its Treaty 
settlement negotiations with the Crown alongside matters of business and employment, 
environment, health and education. The Expert Advisory Panel’s (2015) final report “Investing in 
New Zealand’s Children and their Families”, which has laid the foundation for sweeping changes 
in how work with vulnerable children and their families will be structured in future, makes specific 
mention of the transformative approach that CYF and Ngāi Tūhoe have entered into. Members of 
the New Zealand Law Society have also commented on Tūhoe’s innovative leadership in 
including social matters in their Treaty settlement and on a potential of driving changes in family 
law as they have in environmental law (Williams, 2013). This approach is outlined in the 2012 
Ngāi Tūhoe Service Management Plan (Ngāi Tūhoe and three New Zealand Crown Agencies, 
2012, summarised in section 8 of the literature review), a living and adjustable document 
spanning far into the future, initially 40 years, covering areas of child and adult welfare, health, 
education and housing. The plan’s core focus is to provide Tūhoe with greater mana motuhake, 
to progressively enhance Tūhoe’s autonomy in decision making matched by its growth in 
infrastructure, capability and leadership in social service provision and to take practical steps for 
Tūhoe to manage their affairs within their core area of interest with the maximum autonomy 
possible in the circumstances. Concerning Tūhoe children and young people in CYF care or at 
risk of coming into care, the plan’s objective is to improve their outcomes and ultimately not to 
have any Tūhoe tamariki and rangatahi in state care at all. This research and exploration project 
has concerned itself with what the practical steps along this pathway might look like. I would like 
to repeat what was stated in chapter 3, that in many projects the process is more important than 
the outcome and they are expected to lead one small step further towards self-determination. 
 
2. The kind of data which emerged 
On the CYF side of data collection there was good participation and input from Māori CYF staff 
in two sites; one site had almost no Māori practitioners employed. Overall 5 of 12 CYF participants 
were Māori. An overarching theme was that there are serious shortcomings in what information 
is established within CYF about the iwi, hapū and whakapapa identity of the Māori children it has 
involvement with. Further that sparse information about wider whānau connections is common, 
often even after lengthy CYF involvement with vulnerable Māori children. Where this information 
is known, it may not be correctly recorded. The list and detail of reasons given for this was 
comprehensive; many reasons were located within CYF, i.e. capacity and expertise of social 
workers concerning engagement with Māori whānau, operational pressures, priorities and 
structures; others were located within whānau and iwi, i.e. disconnection from knowledge about 
whakapapa and hapū / iwi affiliation or a refusal to disclose such knowledge with CYF staff. CYF 
80 
 
participants identified the prevalent inability to establish this body of information comprehensively, 
consistently and early in the CYF involvement with Māori children as the key hurdle to 
interventions for Māori children in accordance with the principles of the child protection legislation, 
namely the participation of a child’s whānau, hapū and iwi in decisions affecting that child and 
their prioritisation in placements / care. Māori and non-Māori spoke about the position Māori CYF 
staffs are placed in as a result of the identified challenges; they are often turned to for assistance 
without an adjustment of their regular workload. Knowledge about and relationships with iwi and 
iwi services were mostly confined to those iwi of a CYF site’s location. CYF site’s operational 
structures were described and varying from site to site; the consequences of different structures 
on a site’s ability to focus on children in state care were discussed. There was critique of some 
processes as they are currently practiced, i.e. Family Group Conferences and caregiver 
assessments, and their consequences for the affected Māori children. Social workers also offered 
constructive ideas for improvement; some of those had already been tried in local initiatives for 
limited time periods.  
 
On the Tūhoe side of data collection the people I spoke with, kaumatua and kuia in particular 
seemed to naturally first search in the past for what might be best for tamariki Tūhoe and what is 
right in terms of tikanga and future processes. Te Urewera was described as the core anchor to 
Tūhoe identity, independence and sustenance. It became clear that to consider the thoughts and 
aspirations of an iwi on its dealing with a particular matter, one needs to be mindful of tikanga and 
rangatiratanga of its hapū. There was considerable debate about recent developments and 
structures within Ngāi Tūhoe, i.e. about the tikanga base and ongoing role of Te Uru Taumatua 
as an iwi-overarching organisation or governance body. I was told of efforts to establish a clearer 
and more detailed picture of the Tūhoe population living within and outside of Te Urewera through 
whakapapa committees and iwi registration processes. Tūhoe participants consistently said that 
Ngāi Tūhoe are responsible for all Tūhoe children, vulnerable children in particular, wherever they 
live. They reflected on how this responsibility could be assumed more fully, how Tūhoe knowledge 
about whakapapa, safe whānau to provide good care for children could be utilised better and how 
the message of non-abuse needs to again become an iwi owned and delivered message. 
Participants were realistic that for the imminent foreseeable future, state agencies needed to 
retain core functions concerning child protection, however overall there was a sense that now is 
an excellent time for constructive planning in Tūhoe and state partnership. 
“It’s an exciting time because we are now in a position to be able to do it. … We 
are now engaging with each other, we’re not having a scrap.” (Tame Iti) 
 
 
3. Key issues arising from data 
 
Childhood within traditional Māori values 
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I quoted in chapter 2 a proverb which said that in order to see future potential, one must know the 
journey thus far. In this exploration: how has child welfare evolved to where we are today? What 
has been tried? What has been achieved?  Firstly, as section 9 of the literature review shows, the 
abuse or neglect of Māori children has no root or origin in pre-colonial traditional parenting and 
social control. Where it did occur, it was a serious violation not only of the child, its mana and 
tapu, but also of the wider community who collectively ‘owned’ and were responsible for that child. 
Harsh punishment of children or unduly curbing their freedom was believed to be counteractive 
to developing the desired traits of bold, courageous, creative and independent spirits (Jenkins, 
Harte & Ririki, 2011). 
 
This was mirrored in kaumatua participants’ reflections on their own childhoods where children 
roamed freely within communities that took collective responsibility for their safety, sustenance 
and education. Public humiliation and physical punishment was often experienced in state 
institutions first, i.e. schools. These accounts were contrasted by parts of childhoods lived outside 
of Te Urewera where abuse against Māori women and children was rife within some whānau in 
the same time period. Participants also recounted Māori traditions of specific parent couples or 
individuals caring for large numbers of children including their own, either permanently through 
the customary practice of whāngai or temporarily where children were deemed to require shelter 
and safety. They also spoke realistically of today’s challenges even in the remote communities 
within Te Urewera that had long been relatively sheltered. 
 
Healy (2009) explained how early colonial child welfare and health efforts systematically 
dislocated full ownership, responsibility and knowledge from its traditional seat within the Māori 
tribal order, away from the basic level of the functioning community to the realm of health and 
later social and legal professionals (section 11 of the literature review). A wish to reverse this 
legacy reverberated strongly in my conversations with Tūhoe participants, i.e. 
• The message that abuse against women and children is unacceptable and doesn’t reflect 
Tūhoetanga needs to again become Tūhoe’s message. 
• Tūhoe know best how Tūhoe children are connected within their hapū and which hapū 
members are best to care for children. 
 
Recommendations and ongoing relevance of Pūao-Te-Ata Tū 
In 1988 a Ministerial Advisory Committee led by the Tūhoe rangatira John Rangihau, in 1988 
produced the Pūao-Te-Ata-Tū report to which section 13 of the literature is dedicated.  Pūao-Te-
Ata-Tū is still widely considered to be the most influential and transformative public document of 
recent times in matters of social welfare (Williams, 2013).  
The data from CYFs social workers and some of the Tūhoe participants and the literature review 
up to the very current 2015 Expert Panel reports confirm that the way child welfare is structured 
and exercised is not meeting the needs of Ngāi Tūhoe children or Māori children in general and 
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both the number and proportion of total population of Māori children in state care are even higher 
today. This realisation comes almost 30 years after the recommendations made by Pūao-Te-Ata-
Tū and the incorporation of the principles of Pūao-Te-Ata-Tū into New Zealand’s child protection 
legislation (Children, Young Persons and their Families Act 1989) and the establishment of Family 
Group Conferences. This represented a significant shift towards prioritising whānau, hapū and 
iwi in decision making, care and protection for Māori children. It is not that Pūao-Te-Ata-Tū’s 
recommendations or the resulting child protection principles were the wrong ones to effect 
change. Rather in order to implement them effectively, the right information, supports, systems 
and cooperation with hapū and iwi needed to be in place. The recommendations of Pūao-Te-Ata-
Tū deserve contemplation placed against what today’s CYF frontline staff have said in this 
research: 
1. Regard must be given to the desirability of a Māori child remaining within the child’s hapū. 
Today’s CYF social workers are aware of the desirability of a Māori child remaining within 
the child’s hapū. They reported, however, that in most cases they do not have the time, 
supports and relevant skills and knowledge to facilitate this comprehensively and 
consistently from the beginning of involvement and throughout. 
2. That whānau / hapū / iwi must be consulted and may be heard in Court regarding the 
placement of a Māori child. The must in consulting whānau / hapū / iwi did not translate 
into the child protection legislation, but remained a “best practice” recommendation largely 
dependent on Family Group Conferences which are facilitated by CYF coordinators and 
reliant on the prior establishment by CYF of information on whānau / hapū / iwi. The CYFs 
participants acknowledge that this information is commonly absent, incomplete or 
unreliable and that in the FGCs and elsewhere, hapū and iwi are not consulted in any 
systematic or compulsory way. This has also been the Tūhoe experience. As a result, the 
most common voices heard in the Family Court regarding Māori children are those of the 
CYF social worker, the CYF lawyer and the Court appointed lawyer for the child. 
 
 It is important to note that the compulsory notifying and involving of indigenous tribal 
structures has existed internationally even prior to New Zealand’s current child protection 
legislation, i.e. regarding Northern American Indian First Nations: Indian Child Welfare Act 
1978 (National Indian Child Welfare Association, 2014). Where a child is taken into care 
outside a reservation, the tribe must be notified and the state and tribes have shared 
jurisdiction.  
3. That Court / social welfare or other officials are required to make inquiries as to a Māori 
child’s heritage and family links. As described above, this task has remained almost solely 
with CYF social workers who, for the several reasons described above , are aware of the 
requirement but not resourced to fulfil it in a sufficiently  comprehensive way necessary to 
make the intended difference. 
4. That Court-/-social welfare or other officials have the kind of skills and experience required 
for dealing with Māori children and their hapū and understand Māori cultural preferences, 
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circumstances and aspirations. While there are pockets of these skills and experience, 
this cannot be said for the CYF workforce as a whole and there are no consistent 
measures in place to compensate for this lack. This is more so in larger urban CYF sites 
and sites with few Māori staff. Further, even where skills and experience are present, 
relentless workflow pressures mean that they cannot be consistently executed. 
 
CYF engagement with Tūhoe / Māori children and whānau: 
The biggest window of opportunity to find the best possible options, hopefully along the line Pūao-
Te-Ata-Tū, for children who cannot safely remain at home, either temporarily or longer term, is 
right at the beginning of that realisation and in the weeks thereafter. If for every Māori or Tūhoe 
child in danger of coming under Family Court orders, there was thorough and swift identification 
of safe wider whānau right at the start and a subsequent whānau hui / meeting, it is highly likely 
that many more Māori children would live with whānau with the parent’s agreement, often without 
having to be in state care / custody in the first place or by timely transitioning out of state care. 
This is not happening.  
 
Tūhoe participants clearly understood the problem of correct identification of all its iwi members 
most of whom live outside Ngāi Tūhoe rohe and I was told of efforts to verify self-reported Ngāi 
Tūhoe identity via registration processes and whakapapa experts within hapū. Specific to Tūhoe 
children with CYF involvement they wish to know who those children are and how connected their 
whānau are to their Tūhoetanga. . It is possible to filter CYF data on the currently over 5300 
children in state care to those who are recorded as being Tūhoe, however, given  the accounts 
of CYF social workers this approach is unreliable and incomplete. The 2015 Expert Advisory 
Panel’s interim report “Modernising Child, Youth and Family” confirmed that: 
 
“We must acknowledge the connection of children – including Māori children with 
their wider systems of support, such as whānau – and begin engaging early and 
productively. Understanding whakapapa is important for ensuring that Māori 
children can be linked with their wider whānau and, even in cases where whānau 
placement may not be appropriate, retain their sense of connection and identity … 
the Panel is mindful of reviews, as recent as the 2014 Casework Review and as 
far back as Puao-Te-Atata-Tu in 1988 that point to a lack of consistent capability 
to work successfully with Māori and achieve better results. The Workload and 
Caseload Review found that front-line workers often lacked confidence with 
bicultural practice. The Review identified a general lack of policy and procedure to 
help staff work with Māori children, and the need for more resources, support and 
tools to reinforce the expectation of improved practices for working with Māori” 
(p.85). 
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The task of engaging with Māori whānau in a way to establish this information currently lies almost 
solely with CYF social workers and their supervisors. Non-Māori social workers in this research 
confirmed that they are unprepared for the nature of this task and not expertly supported to 
establish this knowledge, which is of course the very base of practicing social work with Māori 
children and their whānau, hapū and iwi as it is legally intended and culturally desirable. They are 
trying to do the best they can as they become more experienced, but are also in a continuous 
mode of urgent responses under time constraints which matches the interim report’s finding that 
in the current CYF operating model “decision making tends to be focused on managing immediate 
risk and containing short term costs” (Expert Advisory Panel, 2015, pg.10). Thus a core issue 
identified in the 1988 Pūao-Te-Ata-Tū report, described in section 13 of the literature review, the 
lack of departmental skills, experience and understanding of Māori children within Māori society, 
strongly re-emerged throughout my conversations with CYF social workers.   
Often more pressing work task of investigations, Court matters, urgent placement take priority 
over finding out a Māori child’s exact place within hapū an iwi spanning over generations. Māori 
CYF staff are frequently approached or feel compelled to fill this gap as well as promoting tikanga 
knowledge on sites, to which the biggest impediment is that they are under continuous work 
pressures themselves and no adjustments are made for the additional expectations. The need to 
complete the same amount of social work tasks as if the approaches by colleagues didn’t exist 
was seen as a key hurdle to being as helpful as they could be. This lack of appreciation was seen 
as a fundamental injustice. The final report of the Expert Advisory Panel “Investing in New 
Zealand’s Children and their Families” (2015) confirmed that Māori and Pacific staff viewed this 
imposition “as an unreasonable burden placed upon them to assist in cultural matters, with little 
reciprocal recognition of these skills or the impact on their workload” (Expert Advisory Panel, pg. 
54). Māori CYF staff may also not be the experts simply because they are Māori and if so, typically 
more so for their own iwi and home region. 
Tūhoe children in state care or with other CYF involvement may live anywhere in New Zealand, 
often far away from Tūhoe tribal areas. Most staff on those sites will have very limited knowledge 
of Tūhoe, will often not correctly establish whether a child is Tūhoe and will have very limited 
expertise and resources to make connection.  Whānau in those areas and in contact with CYF 
might also not share information about wider whānau and hapū due to:  
a) Embarrassment and shame of child abuse or neglect issues becoming more widely 
known. 
b) Wishing to block one side of a child’s whānau, e.g. the paternal side, from being a part of 
solution seeking or from having the care of a child. 
c) There are whānau who have been in state child welfare contact for several generations. 
Social workers said some of these don’t see CYF-involvement as a deterrent. 
d) Some urban Māori and Māori whānau having lived in cities and other areas may not know 
much about wider whānau or hapū origins.  
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e) A higher unwillingness to share with non-Māori staff was raised as a question, but not 
answered with certainty. 
 
The Family Group Conference (FGC), also inspired by Pūao-Te-Ata-Tū, is in its current form 
criticised by Māori commentators (Love, 2000; Jackson, as cited in Love, 2002) and by 
participants of this research. As currently practiced it was described as a Māori process being 
appropriated and grafted onto state agency systems which retain authority and all decisions over 
resources. CYF frontline participants described the tikanga content of FGC as superficial and 
efforts to hold FGC on marae as challenging, particularly in urban areas. Tūhoe participants did 
not experience the claimed empowerment, let alone rangatiratanga of whānau / hapū in those 
FGC they had witnessed.  
 
Tūhoe children in care / at risk of coming into care 
Since the number and identity of Tūhoe children in state care or with other CYF involvement is 
entirely dependent on the identification and data entry by the social work frontline, it is safe to say 
that both are unreliable. Numbers could be higher or lower, children could be incorrectly entered 
as Tūhoe and children who are Tūhoe may not be identified as such within CYF systems. This 
will be true for any other iwi also; however this exploration purposefully focusses on one iwi only. 
One advantage of this approach is that it avoids the trap of searching for one nation-wide system 
or process that will fit Māori in general or all iwi.  
 
Tūhoe participants were clear that the ultimate goal of Ngāi Tūhoe’s Service Management Plan 
is to have no Tūhoe tamariki or rangatahi in state care cannot be achieved by correctly identifying 
all of them and bringing them to one or several Tūhoe authorities or services who would then 
distribute them to Tūhoe caregivers. The Service Management Plan’s full definition of Tūhoe 
mana motuhake is quoted in section 5 of the literature review; key aspects are “for Tūhoe to 
manage their affairs within their core area of interest with the maximum autonomy possible in the 
circumstances” and that gradually increasing autonomy needs to be matched by “growth in 
infrastructure, capability and leadership in social service provision (Ngāi Tūhoe and three New 
Zealand Crown Agencies, 2012, p.5).  
 
In the first instance Ngāi Tūhoe want to know who the Tūhoe children in care or at risk of coming 
into care are and “regain those links with those tamariki and start to reinforce what it is to be 
Tūhoe” (Roberta Ripaki). Tūhoe participants agreed that it should be mandatory in future for Ngāi 
Tūhoe to be informed where Tūhoe children come into state care / custody as is the case for 
American Indian children (USA: Indian Child Welfare Act 1978) described in section 16 of the 
literature review. 
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The systematic establishment of this baseline should therefore be a first priority. Parallel and 
relevant also is Tūhoe’s overall wish to become much clearer about who all Tūhoe people are, 
particularly those living outside their tribal boundaries. It was pointed out that there are about 
three times as many people recording themselves as being Tūhoe in the national census 
(Statistics New Zealand, 2013) than those who are registered directly with Ngāi Tūhoe. 
Registration, as I understand it, involves a process of verifying whakapapa and whānau / hapū 
belonging (Tāne Rakuraku). Concerning children, there is of course the additional issue of a child 
often affiliating to several iwi. Tūhoe participants did not see this as a particular hurdle; where 
there are several iwi affiliations it is up to whānau and iwi to know or negotiate where a child most 
leans to and which iwi consequently has the main interest in and responsibility for that child. 
 
CYF participants said that their knowledge of and relationships with iwi and iwi services mostly 
relate to those within the boundaries of their sites plus, in the case of Māori workers, their own 
iwi.  Māori children on their caseloads can however affiliate to any iwi in New Zealand. CYF social 
workers would like to see Māori experts / cultural advisors on all CYF sites, whose specific role 
would be to establish correct affiliations, research whānau connections, facilitate hui-a whānau 
and generally open doors. This has been tried on some CYF sites and feedback of those trials 
was very positive. Having Māori experts on each CYF site to assist with identifying and connecting 
Māori client children was also suggested by Tūhoe participants as well as Tūhoe authorities to 
receive the detailed information about Tūhoe children from each CYF branch.  I have heard 
differing understandings of whānau hui and hui-a-whānau. One story is that of a kuia pointing out 
to a CYF worker in a meeting that this was not a whānau hui; if it was then the professional would 
not be present, just whānau. She offered the wording hui-a-whānau, a meeting with the focus on 
this whānau. It would need to be considered very carefully whether such experts should become 
a part of the CYF workforce. This might remove them over time from their connectedness, reduce 
their flexibility and may result in a gradual institutionalisation as has been observed with Family 
Group Conferences and CYF-employed FGC coordinators. 
 
State care and caregivers 
Many children in care go through several, sometimes many placements and caregivers while they 
are in state care. This is detrimental to them in many ways; CYF participants have shared their 
doubt whether in some cases having taken children into state care has brought improvements to 
their lives: “what do we have better to offer them?  They come into our care and some of these 
kids drift from caregiver to caregiver for years”. (CYF social worker 9) Too many children in state 
care also suffer further abuse in their placements, whānau and non-kin. Tūhoe participants, 
including Te Uru Taumatua Health and Welfare Manager, Roberta Ripaki, feel that the CYF 
intervention and care efforts to date for Tūhoe children have not been “the best that we would 
expect for our mokopuna” (Roberta Ripaki). This perception is validated by the findings of the 
Expert Advisory Panel’s interim report which states that: “children and young people who have 
contact with CYF go on to experience dramatically worse outcomes as young adults that the rest 
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of the population” (pg. 36), i.e. fewer school qualifications, higher welfare benefit dependency and 
more criminal convictions and custodial sentences. 
 
Children in state care or “CYF custody” can only be placed with caregivers who are approved by 
CYF, where possible whānau to the child or otherwise general caregivers. A caregiver 
assessment firstly and foremost considers a person’s or couple’s Police / conviction and CYF 
history, then also the suitability of their home and their beliefs and strategies around parenting 
(Child, Youth and Family, 2016). CYF social workers are often under significant pressure to find 
approved or approvable placements for children in care. CYF participants shared their regret that 
the continuous influx of new cases and urgent responses to crises prevent them from giving 
children in care cases the attention they need including further exploration of whānau, hapū an 
iwi. The shortcomings of the current operating model of CYF are recognised also in the Expert 
Advisory Panel’s interim report (2015) and summarised as “focused on process rather than on 
the needs of the child” (pg. 10); specific to the need of placements for children in care: “there is 
no overarching, nationally co-ordinated approach to caregiver recruitment” (pg. 12). 
 
The current process of searching for and assessing caregivers conflicted with the confidence 
expressed by Tūhoe around their own knowledge about safe carers for children. The validity of 
checks and assessments was acknowledged, but the assessment and approval process of 
caregivers was criticised as one-sided and not meeting the partnership obligations of tino 
rangatiratanga with whānau, hapū and iwi. Tūhoe participants were adamant that only Tūhoe 
know Tūhoe, their communities, where children will be safe and where they won’t be. They 
pointed to examples of couples providing care for large numbers of children without the 
assistance of child welfare agencies and to the practice of whāngai nurtured over generation and 
in careful observation of whakapapa links. 
Another point of tension was the legal requirement of the assessment and approval process 
enabling an iwi social service to provide care or other functions for children in state care or act as 
a custodian or guardian. At the time of my research decision makers at Te Uru Taumatua seem 
to have resigned to “the only way that we are properly going to achieve at least part of those 
tamariki in care and the prevention, is that we have to be this Tūhoe iwi social service” (Roberta 
Ripaki). This mirrors the unease among Māori described in section 14 of the literature review that 
Māori entities are forced to seek approval from and be modelled on the state processes they want 
to emancipate themselves from. In the same section of the literature review criticism is levelled 
where Māori processes are appropriated by the state and grafted onto state systems, i.e. the 
Family Group Conference process. Tūhoe participants did not describe their own experiences of 
FGC’s as positive or whānau / hapū led. Some CYF participants also perceived the FGC’s they 
had been a part of as quite formulated and of little resemblance to the Māori tikanga they derive 
from. 
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Criticism was levelled at an overly western classifying of, for example, what constitutes suitable 
housing or what types of historic convictions are relevant to the safe caring for children. Tūhoe 
participants felt that hapū members are in the best position to know which houses and families 
are safe and loving for children.  There was also significant criticism based on specific 
experiences that children or young persons with complex issues are placed with whānau 
caregivers, at times out of a desperate need for a placement, without the appropriate follow-up 
and supports. This was contrasted with the significant resources that are spent in specialist 
residential placements, which are invariably located in larger centres and, concerning Tūhoe 
children, away from Tūhoe tribal areas. 
 
The presently proposed changes to the principles of the child protection legislation (Ministry of 
Social Development, 2016) seem to place a reduced emphasis on the participation of whānau, 
hapū and iwi in decisions, solution seeking and care for Māori children and an increased emphasis 
on ensuring that children have a safe, stable and loving family at the earliest opportunity while 
preserving and maintaining connections with whānau, hapū and iwi (refer to section 17 of the 
literature review). This shift, should it be ratified in legislation, may lead to earlier opportunities for 
non-kin caregivers to obtain full parenting rights for Māori children who cannot be placed within 
whānau, hapū and iwi. This may be valid provided that whānau, hapū and iwi have had the 
opportunity in the first place, for which they would need to be correctly and comprehensively 
identified. 
 
Ngāi Tūhoe self-determination and involvement in child welfare 
When considering Tūhoe rangatiratanga, I was frequently reminded by Tūhoe participants about 
the primary role of hapū rangatiratanga and self-determination. This is important for any Crown 
agency or ministry to be mindful of; otherwise we risk a repeat of a historical euro-centric view 
which assimilates an iwi to a western power-structure, government or organisation, with an 
individual or a group dispensing control from a centralised position (note literature review section 
4). The traditional Māori principle is that political power is vested at the hapū level and flows from 
the people up and not from the top down (Durie, as cited in Healy, 2009); this was palpable in my 
conversations particularly with hapū members within Te Urewera. It is for Tūhoe to negotiate the 
exact and ongoing role of Te Uru Taumatua as an iwi organisation in this context. 
 
For the purposes of planning for Tūhoe children with child welfare involvement Tūhoe participants 
considered it practical to think of Te Uru Taumatua as a focus point from where communications 
and planning could be coordinated rather than an authority overarching all Tūhoe hapū and 
regions. There needs to be an assurance that change efforts concerning vulnerable Tūhoe 
children are hapū mandated and supported, otherwise they are unlikely to succeed. It was pointed 
out was that it needs to again become Ngāi Tūhoe’s message that the abuse of children and 
women in any shape or form is completely unacceptable and incongruent with the values and 
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traditions of Tūhoetanga. To work towards the delivery of this message directly from respected 
Tūhoe authorities to those who proudly declare themselves Tūhoe is far more likely to be effective 
than government and generic non-government agency programs or media promotions, which to 
date have failed to put a dent in the significant New Zealand issue of violence in the family home. 
110,114 family violence investigations were recorded by NZ Police in 2015, up from 101,981 in 
2014 and 95,101 in 2013 (New Zealand Government, 2016).  
 
Tūhoe participants were clear that self-determination for Tūhoe does not involve an intention to 
replicate core state functions such as CYF’s and Police’s initial responses to child abuse reports. 
They recognise the validity of such infrastructure, but believe Tūhoe hapū and iwi need to be far 
more comprehensively informed and involved. International law also asserts that regardless of 
national arrangements, the state remains ultimately accountable for the treatment of indigenous 
children and will retain a right to intervene (Harris-Short, 2012). Taking responsibility for Ngāi 
Tūhoe children with state child welfare involvement wherever they may live was without doubt 
seen as an intrinsic part of self-determination, however not in a sense of a bulk hand-over of child 
protection functions or of Tūhoe children in care to hapū or iwi services. Tūhoe participants 
believed that now is an opportune time to intensify partnership efforts given the recent Crown 
apology and settlement. Some thought that over time Tūhoe could be increasingly independent 
of the state in this matter also and manage with their own resources, but most thought it 
appropriate that the state retains a responsibility to resource programs or care appropriately to 
the children’s needs. 
 
It is a predicament for many lesser populated areas in the Tūhoe rohe that intensive intervention 
programmes, residential or otherwise, are not locally present. As a result people from these 
regions are forced to travel large distances to their weekly therapy or, in cases of residential 
therapy, to live well away from their areas of belonging. Examples for this are specialist therapies 
for concerning or harmful sexualised behaviours or intensive mother-infant residential programs 
to support positive life and choices. The therapeutic and cultural ideal is that those specialist 
services and supports are within clients’ natural environment, which enables engagement of local 
supports and relationships.  Participants also felt that many current programmes are deficit 
oriented, i.e. parents need to attend a program as part of a plan after something had gone wrong, 
and would like to see proactive positive working groups for all, especially young parents, which 
don’t include a stigma and are socially attractive to attend. 
 
 
4. Recommendations to managing child welfare in partnership with Tūhoe  
As mentioned earlier in this thesis, CYF will be restructured to facilitate the findings of the Expert 
Advisory Panel reports. Its current operational functions will be integrated in the newly formed 
Ministry for Vulnerable Children – Oranga Tamariki, which will have a new model of service arms 
and focus (Ministry of Social Development, 2016). The Investing in Children Programme is 
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presently tasked with working on the transformation process which in its entirety is expected to 
take up to five years. This section will highlight specific areas of focus, which have resulted from 
this project, concerning CYF operational structures with a view on achieving better outcomes for 
Tūhoe children. 
 
Tūhoe identity and connections 
Starting from the beginning of child welfare engagement with Tūhoe children there needs to be a 
dedicated and specialised focus on correctly identifying and recording Tūhoe children with the 
greatest detail possible, i.e. whakapapa, hapū, marae, wider whānau names and locations, other 
iwi affiliations, journey (including generational) of the child’s immediate whānau to where they are 
now. CYF social workers believe that the task of comprehensively and consistently establishing 
Tūhoe identity and connections (and ultimately those of all other iwi) is not realistically achievable 
by a workforce specialised in and tasked with child protection. While it is highly desirable that they 
are well-versed in key concepts or tikanga Māori and bi-cultural obligations, workforce 
development efforts towards child protection social workers being experts in Māori identity and 
belonging are not advisable since placing an intensified focus on this area may in turn come at 
the expense of social workers’ core child protection tasks, e.g. comprehensive assessments of 
safety, risk and supports, investigations, referrals to FGC or to agencies, Court reports and 
proceedings. Therefore operationally Tūhoe identity and connections should be planned for 
separately, first as a comprehensive catch-up effort and then ongoing systems to ensure the 
information about vulnerable Tūhoe children remains accurate in real time. How this can be 
achieved in detail needs to be planned in partnership with Ngāi Tūhoe and needs to tie in with 
Tūhoe-internal whakapapa and registration efforts; only Tūhoe experts can ultimately verify or 
find Tūhoe identity and connections.  
 
The details of Tūhoe-internal efforts are for Tūhoe to determine. Tuhoe participants suggested 
establishing or supporting whakapapa expert committees in each tribal authority or hapū 
collective with the aim of quickly establishing children’s exact Tūhoe identity. There could be key 
roles for Te Uru Taumatua as an overarching organisation, the tribal authorities Waimana Kaaku, 
Tūhoe Manawarū, Te Komiti o Runga and Waikaremoana Tribal or any committees and services 
which may be formed by these. For frontline social workers the relief and support this would bring 
would be tremendous, especially if one was to imagine this to ultimately occur for all Māori 
children. From the moment of a report of concern received, child protection social workers could 
focus fully on the functions they are qualified and experienced in, knowing that Māori experts are 
simultaneously working on providing the exact identity and location of the child / children within 
Māori whakapapa and society and resulting options for interventions. 
 
Planning for and supporting children with high needs 
Differing CYF site operational structures determine the intensity of efforts made for children in 
care who are most in need of intensive support. The CYFs participants in this research suggest 
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that only where caseloads and teams are solely dedicated to children in state care can the 
required intensive planning, social work assessment and the consulting and involving of hapū for 
Māori children be achieved. This alleviates the danger with generic caseloads where social 
workers are continuously forced to prioritise the urgencies and crises in intake and investigation 
areas and to meet the associated timeframes. 
 
The interface between Tūhoe and CYF 
Once a baseline knowledge about Tūhoe children in state care or in danger of coming into care 
has been established, operational planning should clarify communication pathways between CYF 
(or the future ministry) and Tūhoe. I believe that establishing portals on either side are practical 
since unregulated two-way communication pathways between several Tūhoe authorities or 
services and over 50 CYF sites are not likely to be efficient. Whichever contact point Ngāi Tūhoe 
determines, i.e. Te Uru Taumatua or a specific team or service, it would be overwhelming and 
potentially chaotic if all or many CYF sites communicate and attempt to negotiate with that contact 
point directly. It is likely that such contacts would include some attempts to transfer urgent needs 
for placements and other crises to Tūhoe without the required preparation and resourcing. This 
in turn may create negative experiences and frustrations rather than better outcomes for Tūhoe 
children and sustained effective state child welfare – Ngāi Tūhoe relationships. I am not certain 
where the most sensible bundling of information and planning for Tūhoe children should be 
located within CYF; the answer to this also depends on what the future organisational structure 
will be. Under CYF’s traditional centralised structure similar projects typically sit within a regional 
or national office.  To enable face-to-face relationships and regular consultations, the CYF 
operational centre for Tūhoe children could be at those sites closest to Tūhoe which under current 
CYF structures are the Gisborne, Rotorua and Whakatāne CYF sites. Of those Whakatāne site 
is closest to Te Uru Taumatua. This would of course need to entail a rethink about site 
responsibilities, structures and resourcing, which are currently placed with those sites in whose 
area the children reside. 
 
Information sharing and partnership negotiations 
From what I was told by Tūhoe participants and considering international models for indigenous 
children (Libesman, 2014), it should become mandatory that Ngāi Tūhoe authorities are informed 
when Tūhoe children come into state care. They should be invited into the planning, solution 
seeking and decision making at pre-FGC, FGC and Family Court levels. Since the Family Group 
Conference continues to be a mandatory institution for higher level interventions and state care, 
there should be partnership negotiations with Ngāi Tūhoe how FGC’s for Tūhoe children should 
be held in order to entail hapū and iwi rangatiratanga. There should also be partnership 
negotiations whether pools of suitable caregivers could be identified within hapū in preparation to 
the potential need of placements for children of that hapū rather than in reaction to that need. 
 
Resourcing Tūhoe services and carers 
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Appropriately supporting and resourcing caregivers is a key focus of the current transformation 
planning as well as the need for those supports to be inclusive of health, education, housing and 
any other specialist therapy. As that planning matures, Tūhoe should be included in how Tūhoe 
hapū caregivers should be supported and by whom. Some possibilities were suggested by Tūhoe 
participants: 
• Each hapū to identify suitable households which could be approached in respect of care 
for children in state care who belong to that hapū. In case of need, these households 
should be approached by Tūhoe first, i.e. Te Uru Taumatua or hapū committees. 
• Homes established throughout Te Urewera to provide intensive residential care for Tūhoe 
children including the specialist supports to address the effects of abuse / neglect as well 
as relating them back to their whakapapa, tikanga, kawa and Tūhoetanga. 
• Some programs, residential or otherwise, could be parent-children inclusive where safe 
and appropriate. Programs should be holistic and address all needs of a child rather than 
segmenting needs and address them with different services, i.e. health, education, mental 
health. 
 
Conclusion: 
Throughout all such or other negotiations and planning state agencies need be mindful of their 
obligation under the Treaty Settlement that practical steps will be taken for Tūhoe to manage their 
affairs within their core area of interest with the maximum autonomy possible in the 
circumstances. And that this is a long-term commitment which acknowledges the historical 
context, spans over coming decades and therefore needs to be done sustainably, responsibly 
and with the highest integrity. The timing could not be more opportune with having the Crown-
Tūhoe treaty settlement in place with specific inclusion of child welfare matters while state child 
welfare structures and operations are at the beginning of the most significant transformation 
process in recent times. 
 
The mutually agreed goal of improving outcomes for Tūhoe children and young people in state 
care or at risk of coming into care and ultimately not to have any Tūhoe tamariki and rangatahi in 
state care is entirely possible, but requires sustained dedicated effort. The task might initially 
appear daunting especially when thinking about what might work for all iwi, but it is entirely 
possible if there is the operational will on both sides. Tūhoe with its leadership in including social 
issues in its settlement negotiations would be an ideal and deserving candidate for such a project; 
the motivational impact of having one iwi, whose presence within the CYF client population we 
would know with certainty, would be significant. Over time the messaging about Tūhoetanga 
standards on appropriate conduct within Tūhoe whānau and care for Tūhoe children needs to 
again be firmly located within Ngāi Tūhoe. 
 
“Every child is a gift and has a gift within it.” (Kapua Oterangi Teua) 
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Glossary of Māori terms: 
Ao world 
Aroha  love; compassion; love is a somewhat simplistic translation of Aroha. Pere (1997): 
“Evil or negative forces cannot flourish where absolute aroha reigns. In a climate of 
aroha, the psyche, the spirit of a person can soar to great heights” (p.6). 
Atua god 
Hapū  sub-tribe; consists of more than one whānau, all members can trace (whakapapa) 
back to a common ancestor. One can only belong to a hapū through being born into 
it; also: pregnant. 
Hinengaro mind; intellect 
Hōhā annoyed; bored 
Iwi:  tribe, people; as with hapū, belonging is determined through birth and whakapapa; 
also: bone. 
Kai food; to eat 
Kaitiaki guardian; caretaker 
Kawanatanga government 
Kingitanga kingship 
Koha donation, contribution, offering  
Mahi work  
Mana: prestige; closely related to personal tapu; “while an increment of mana is inherited at 
birth it is possible to build onto it through one’s personal achievements” (Mead, 2003, 
p.51). 
Maunga mountain 
Mihi whakatau welcome speech / ceremony 
Moana sea; lake 
Motuhake special; independent; absolute 
Muru confiscate; plunder; “ritual redistribution of wealth as compensation / punishment for 
an offence” (Mead, 2003, p.363). 
Ngāi / Ngāti the people of … (used with tribal names) 
Oriori lullaby 
Pākehā non-Māori; European 
Pikopiko young edible fern shoot; also: to wander, meander 
Rangatahi youth 
Rangatira chief; noble 
Rangatiratanga sovereignty; chieftainship 
Reo language; voice 
Rohe region; boundary; territory (of an iwi) 
Rōpū group, committee 
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Taiaha long club; fighting staff 
Tamaiti child 
Tamariki children 
Taonga   treasure, not necessarily in the material sense; highly prized object. 
Tapu: sacred, taboo; “state of being apart” (Mead, 2003, p.366). 
Tauiwi foreigner; non-Māori 
Te Ao Māori the Māori world 
Tikanga  literally: correctness or: “a set of beliefs associated with practices and procedures to 
be followed in conducting the affairs of a group or an individual” (Mead, 2003, p.12). 
Tinana body; physical 
Tino very; absolute; main 
Tipuna / Tupuna ancestor 
Tohunga priest; skilled spiritual leader; expert 
Tōhatu distribute; disperse 
Waiata song; chant; to sing 
Wairua spirit 
Wairuatanga spirituality 
Waka canoe; vehicle; container 
Whā four 
Whakamā shame; shy; embarrased  
Whakapapa  genealogy 
Whakatauki  proverb, motto, saying. 
Whānau family; to give birth; family group, could be a household unit or extended families; the 
fundamental social building block (Mead, 2003). 
Whānaungatanga relationship; kinship 
Whāngai nourish; care for; adopt child 
Whare house 
Wheke octopus 
Whenua  earth, placenta 
  
96 
 
Table of illustrations: 
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Appendix 1: Treaty of Waitangi translations 
The Treaty of Waitangi 1840 
This table gives the wording of the original document alongside a translation by Professor 
Margaret Mutu and the 1840 English version drawn up by William Hobson, representing 
Victoria, Queen of England. 
Original document Translation by Margaret 
Mutu 
English Version 
 
Ko Wikitoria te Kuini o 
Ingarani i tana mahara atawai ki 
nga Rangatira me nga Hapu o 
Nu Tirani i tana hiahia hoki kia 
tohungia ki a ratou o ratou 
rangatiratanga me to ratou 
wenua, a kia mau tonu hoki te 
Rongo ki a ratou me te Atanoho 
hoki kua wakaaro ia he mea tika 
kia tukua mai tetahi Rangatira-
hei kai wakarite ki nga Tangata 
Maori; o Nu Tirani-kia 
wakaaetia e nga Rangatira 
Maori; te Kawanatanga o te 
Kuini ki nga wahikatoa o te 
Wenua nei me nga Motu-na te 
mea hoki he tokomaha ke nga 
tangata o tona Iwi Kua noho ki 
tenei wenua, a e haere mai nei. 
Na ko te Kuini e hiahia ana kia 
wakaritea te Kawanatanga kia 
kaua ai nga kino e puta mai ki te 
tangata Maori ki te Pakeha e 
noho ture kore ana.  
Na, kua pai te Kuini kia tukua a 
hau a Wiremu Hopihona he 
Kapitana i te Roiara Nawi hei 
Kawana mo nga wahi katoa o 
Nu Tirani e tukua aianei, amoa 
atu ki te Kuini, e mea atu ana ia 
ki nga Rangatira o te 
wakaminenga o nga hapu o Nu 
Tirani me era Rangatira atu enei 
ture ka korerotia nei. 
 
Victoria, the Queen of England, 
in her concern to protect the 
leaders and groupings of 
extended families of New 
Zealand and in her desire to 
preserve their paramount 
authority and their lands to 
them and to maintain peace and 
good order, considers it 
necessary to send a chief to 
arrange with the people of New 
Zealand so that their leaders 
will agree to the Queen’s 
government over all parts of 
this land and (adjoining) islands 
and also because there are many 
of her people already living on 
this land and others yet to come. 
So the Queen has seen fit to 
send  me, William Hobson, a 
Captain in the royal Navy, to be 
Governor for all parts of New 
Zealand (both those) being 
allocated now and in the future 
to the Queen and says to the 
leaders of the Confederation of 
the tribal groupings of New 
Zealand, and other leaders these 
laws spoken of here. 
 
Her Majesty Victoria Queen of 
the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Ireland regarding 
with Her Royal favour the 
Native chiefs and Tribes of 
New Zealand and anxious to 
protect their just rights and 
Property and to secure to them 
the enjoyment of Peace and 
Good Order has deemed it 
necessary in consequence of the 
great number of Her Majesty’s 
Subjects who have already 
settled in New Zealand and the 
rapid extension of Emigration 
both from Europe and Australia 
which is still in progress to 
constitute and appoint a 
functionary properly authorised 
to treat with the Aborigines of 
New Zealand for  the 
recognition of Her Majesty’s 
Sovereign authority over the 
whole of any part of those 
islands. 
Her Majesty therefore being 
desirous to establish a settled 
form of Civil Government with 
a view to avert the evil 
consequences which must result 
from the absence of the 
necessary Laws and Institutions 
alike to the native population 
and to Her Subjects has been 
graciously pleased to empower 
and authorise me William 
Hobson a Captain in Her 
Majesty’s Royal Navy Consul 
and Lieutenant Governor of 
such parts of New Zealand as 
may be or thereafter shall be 
ceded to Her majesty to invite 
the confederated cnad 
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independent Chiefs of New 
Zealand to concur in the 
following Articles and 
Conditions. 
 
Ko Te Tuatahi 
Ko nga Rangatira o te 
wakaminenga me nga Rangatira 
katoa hoki ki hai i uru ki taua 
wakaminenga ka tuku rawa atu 
ki te Kuini o Ingarani ake tonu 
atu-te Kawanatanga katoa o 
ratou wenua. 
 
The first 
The leaders of the 
Confederation and all the Chiefs 
who have not joined that 
Confederation give absolutely 
to the Queen of England forever 
the complete government over 
their land. 
 
Article the first 
The Chiefs of the Confederation 
of the United Tribes of New 
Zealand and the separate and 
independent Chiefs who have 
not become members of the 
confederation cede to her 
majesty the Queen of England 
absolutely and without 
reservation all the rights and 
powers of Sovereignty which 
the said Confederation of 
Individual chiefs respectively 
exercise or possess over their 
respective Territories as the sole 
sovereigns thereof. 
 
Ko Te Tuarua 
Ko te Kuini o Ingarani ka 
wakarite ka wakaae ki nga 
Rangatira ki nga hapu-ki nga 
tangata katoa o Nu Tirani te tino 
rangatiratanga o ratou wenua o 
ratou kainga me o ratou taonga 
katoa. Otiia ko nga Rangatira o 
te wakaminenga me nga 
Rangatira katoa atu ka tuku ki te 
Kuini te hokonga o era wahi 
wenua e pai ai te tangata nona 
te Wenua-ki te ritenga o te utu e 
wakaritea ai e ratou ko te kai 
hoko e meatia nei e te Kuini hei 
kai hoko mona. 
 
 
The second 
The Queen of England agrees to 
protect the leaders, the 
groupings of extended families 
and all the people of New 
Zealand in the unqualified 
exercise of their paramount 
authority over their lands, 
villages and all their treasures. 
But on the other hand the 
leaders of the Confederation 
and all the leaders will allow the 
Queen to trade for (the use of) 
those parcels of land which 
those whose lands it is consent 
to, and at a price agreed to by 
the person whose land it is and 
by the person trading for it (the 
latter being) appointed by the 
Queen as her trading agent. 
 
Article the second 
Her majesty the Queen of 
England confirms and 
guarantees to the Chiefs and 
Tribes of New Zealand and to 
the respective families and 
individuals thereof the full and 
exclusive and undisturbed 
possession of their Lands and 
Estates Forests fisheries and 
other  properties which they 
may collectively or individually 
possess so long as it is their 
wish and desire to retain the 
same in their possession; but the 
Chiefs of the United Tribes and 
the Individual chiefs yield to 
her majesty the exclusive right 
of Pre-emtion over such lands 
as the proprietors thereof may 
be disposed to alienate at such 
prices as may be agreed upon 
between the respective 
Proprietors and persons 
appointed by Her Majesty to 
treat with them in that behalf. 
 
Ko Te Tuatoru 
Hei wakaritenga mai hoki tenei 
mo te wakaaetanga ki te 
 
The third 
For this agreed arrangement 
therefore concerning the 
 
Article the third 
In consideration thereof Her 
Majesty the Queen of England 
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Kawanatanga o te Kuini-Ka 
tiakina e te Kuini o Ingarani nga 
tangata Maori; katoa o Nu 
Tirani ka tukua ki a ratou nga 
tikanga katoa rite tahi ki ana 
mea ki nga tangata o Ingarani. 
Government of the Queen, the 
Queen of England will protect 
all the ordinary people of New 
Zealand (that is, the Māori) and 
will give them the same rights 
and duties of citizenship as the 
people of England. 
extends to the Natives of New 
Zealand Her royal protection 
and imparts to them all the 
Rights and Privileges of British 
Subjects. 
 
W. Hobson Consul + Lieutenant 
Governor 
Na ko matou ko nga Rangatira o 
te Wakaminenga o nga hapu o 
Nu Tirani ka huihui nei ki 
Waitangi ko matou hoki ko nga 
Rangatira o Nu Tirani ka kite 
nei i te ritenga o enei kupu, ka 
tangohia ka wakaaetia katoatia e 
matou, koia ka tohungia ai o 
matou ingoa o matou tohu.  
Ka meatia tenei ki Waitangi i te 
ono o nga ra o Pepueri i te tau 
kotahi mano, e waru rau e wa te 
kau o to tatou Ariki. 
Ko nga Rangatira o te 
Wakaminenga 
 
W. Hobson Consul + Lieutenant 
Governor 
We the leaders of the 
Confederation of the tribal 
groupings of New Zealand who 
met here at Waitangi, along 
with the chiefs of New Zealand 
see the setting out of these 
words, they are taken and 
unanimously agreed to by us 
and so our names and our 
signatures are indicated. This 
was done at Waitangi on the 6th 
day of February in the year of 
our Lord eighteen hundred and 
forty. 
The chiefs of the Confederation 
 
W. Hobson Consul + Lieutenant 
Governor 
Now therefore We the Chiefs of 
the Confederation of the United 
tribes of New Zealand being 
assembled in Congress at 
Victoria in Waitangi and We the 
Separate and Independent 
Chiefs of New Zealand 
claiming authority over the 
Tribes and Territories which are 
specified after our respective 
names, having been made fully 
to understand the Provisions of 
the foregoing Treaty, accept and 
enter into the same in the full 
spirit and meaning thereof in 
witness of which we have 
attached our signatures or marks 
and the places and the dates 
respectively specified. 
Done at Waitangi this sixth day 
of February in the year of our 
Lord one thousand eight 
hundred and forty. 
 
 
 
 
Mutu, M. (2011). The State of Māori Rights (pp 209-212) 
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Appendix 2: Care and Protection Principles  
Children, Young Persons and Their Families Act 
General principles 
5 Principles to be applied in exercise of powers conferred by this Act 
• Subject to section 6, any court which, or person who, exercises any power 
conferred by or under this Act shall be guided by the following principles: 
• (a) the principle that, wherever possible, a child's or young person's 
family, whanau, hapu, iwi, and family group should participate in the 
making of decisions affecting that child or young person, and 
accordingly that, wherever possible, regard should be had to the 
views of that family, whanau, hapu, iwi, and family group: 
• (b) the principle that, wherever possible, the relationship between a 
child or young person and his or her family, whanau, hapu, iwi, and 
family group should be maintained and strengthened: 
• (c) the principle that consideration must always be given to how a 
decision affecting a child or young person will affect— 
• (i) the welfare of that child or young person; and 
• (ii) the stability of that child's or young person's family, 
whanau, hapu, iwi, and family group: 
• (d) the principle that consideration should be given to the wishes of 
the child or young person, so far as those wishes can reasonably be 
ascertained, and that those wishes should be given such weight as is 
appropriate in the circumstances, having regard to the age, maturity, 
and culture of the child or young person: 
• (e) the principle that endeavours should be made to obtain the support 
of— 
• (i) the parents or guardians or other persons having the care of 
a child or young person; and 
• (ii) the child or young person himself or herself— 
to the exercise or proposed exercise, in relation to that child or young 
person, of any power conferred by or under this Act: 
• (f) the principle that decisions affecting a child or young person 
should, wherever practicable, be made and implemented within a 
time-frame appropriate to the child's or young person's sense of time: 
• (g) the principle that decisions affecting a child or young person 
should be made by adopting a holistic approach that takes into 
consideration, without limitation, the child's or young person's age, 
identity, cultural connections, education, and health. 
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Care and protection of children and young persons 
Principles 
13 Principles 
• (1) Every court or person exercising powers conferred by or under this Part, 
Part 3 or 3A, or sections 341 to 350, must adopt, as the first and paramount 
consideration, the welfare and interests of the relevant child or young person 
(as required by section 6). 
(2) In determining the welfare and interests of a child or young person, the 
court or person must be guided by the principle that children and young 
people must be protected from harm and have their rights upheld, and also 
the principles in section 5 as well as the following principles: 
• (a) [Repealed] 
• (b) the principle that the primary role in caring for and protecting a 
child or young person lies with the child's or young person's family, 
whanau, hapu, iwi, and family group, and that accordingly— 
• (i) a child's or young person's family, whanau, hapu, iwi, and 
family group should be supported, assisted, and protected as 
much as possible; and 
• (ii) intervention into family life should be the minimum 
necessary to ensure a child's or young person's safety and 
protection: 
• (c) the principle that it is desirable that a child or young person live in 
association with his or her family, whanau, hapu, iwi, and family 
group, and that his or her education, training, or employment be 
allowed to continue without interruption or disturbance: 
• (d) where a child or young person is considered to be in need of care 
or protection, the principle that, wherever practicable, the necessary 
assistance and support should be provided to enable the child or 
young person to be cared for and protected within his or her own 
family, whanau, hapu, iwi, and family group: 
• (e) the principle that a child or young person should be removed from 
his or her family, whanau, hapu, iwi, and family group only if there is 
a serious risk of harm to the child or young person: 
• (f) where a child or young person is removed from his or her family, 
whanau, hapu, iwi, and family group, the principles that,— 
• (i) wherever practicable, the child or young person should be 
returned to, and protected from harm within, that family, 
whanau, hapu, iwi, and family group; and 
• (ii) where the child or young person cannot immediately be 
returned to, and protected from harm within, his or her family, 
whanau, hapu, iwi, and family group, until the child or young 
person can be so returned and protected he or she should, 
wherever practicable, live in an appropriate family-like 
setting— 
• (A) that, where appropriate, is in the same locality as 
that in which the child or young person was living; and 
• (B) in which the child's or young person's links with 
his or her family, whanau, hapu, iwi, and family group 
are maintained and strengthened; and 
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• (iii) where the child or young person cannot be returned to, 
and protected from harm within, his or her family, whanau, 
hapu, iwi, and family group, the child or young person should 
live in a new family group, or (in the case of a young person) 
in an appropriate family-like setting, in which he or she can 
develop a sense of belonging, and in which his or her sense of 
continuity and his or her personal and cultural identity are 
maintained: 
• (g) where a child or young person cannot remain with, or be returned 
to, his or her family, whanau, hapu, iwi, and family group, the 
principle that, in determining the person in whose care the child or 
young person should be placed, priority should, where practicable, be 
given to a person— 
• (i) who is a member of the child's or young person's hapu or 
iwi (with preference being given to hapu members), or, if that 
is not possible, who has the same tribal, racial, ethnic, or 
cultural background as the child or young person; and 
• (ii) who lives in the same locality as the child or young 
person: 
• (h) where a child or young person cannot remain with, or be returned 
to, his or her family, whanau, hapu, iwi, and family group, the 
principle that the child or young person should be given an 
opportunity to develop a significant psychological attachment to the 
person in whose care the child or young person is placed: 
• (i) where a child is considered to be in need of care or protection on 
the ground specified in section 14(1)(e), the principle set out in 
section 208(g). 
 
 
 
Ministry of Social Development (1989). Children, Young Persons and Their Families Act. 
Wellington, New Zealand: Author. 
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Appendix 3: Application for Ethical Approval 
 
 
 
APPLICATION FOR ETHICAL APPROVAL 
FOR A RESEARCH PROJECT – FORM A 
 
Form A is for all research that involves or may involve potential for contentious or sensitive issues. 
 
Please refer to the Guidelines  Research Ethics Committee Policy and Procedure, Guidelines for 
Ethics Applications at Unitec and Application for ethics approval  Guidelines for the use of 
Form A and B  before filling in this form. 
Research cannot proceed until formal approval from UREC has been given in writing. 
 
(For office use only) 
Ethics Committee Ref. No:  Date approved:  
Date received:  Period of approval:  
 
DECLARATION: 
 
This application is a true and correct outline of the research project. I, the supervisor and/or 
the applicant, undertake to notify the Unitec Research Ethics Committee whenever there is 
any ethically relevant variation in the research process. 
 
The information supplied below is to the best of my knowledge and belief accurate. I have 
read the current guidelines and policy for ethical approval for research projects involving 
human participants published by the Unitec Research Ethics Committee and clearly 
understand my obligations and the rights of participants, particularly in so far as obtaining 
freely-given informed consent is concerned. 
 
   Date: 
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Applicant name: Klaus Herrmann   
Applicant signature:    
Supervisor name 
(if applicable): 
Geoff Bridgman   
Supervisor signature:    
Head of Department  name: John Stansfield   
Head of Department signature:    
 
PROJECT/THESIS TITLE: 
An exploration of Ngāi Tūhoe aspirations for self-determination in relation to statutory child welfare: 
current situation and change options. 
 
 
For student projects:  
Conducted at which Tertiary Institution? Unitec New Zealand 
Degree: Masters of Social Practice 
Course number & name: CSTU9003/5 
 Research Thesis 120/90 
 
ATTACHMENTS: Checklist 
 
 Information sheet(s)  Questionnaire(s)  
  
 Consent form(s)  Interview/focus group schedule(s) 
  
  
Applications should be received by UREC at least 10 working days prior to the next 
advertised meeting. Every effort will then be made to resolve each application at that 
meeting. 
 
 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION  
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1. PRINCIPAL RESEARCHER (APPLICANT) - STAFF OR STUDENT  
 
Name: Klaus Herrmann 
Address: 28 Anchorage Grove, Coastlands, Whakatane, 3120 
Department: Masters of Social Practice 
Phone No: 029 6500839 
Unitec Student ID: 1427830 
e-Mail: klherrmann@xtra.co.nz 
 
Brief statement of relevant qualifications and experience: 
Currently Site Manager for Child, Youth and Family Whakatane (covers Eastern Bay 
of Plenty) 
        
          
  
              
 
 
 
 
2. PRINCIPAL SUPERVISOR (if applicable) 
 
Name: Geoff Bridgman 
Address (Bldg & 
room number): 
510-3009 
Department: Social Practice 
Phone No: 5071 
 
Brief statement of relevant qualifications and experience: 
PhD Auckland University. Broad experience in the supervision of cross-cultural, 
          
 
 
3. ASSOCIATE(S)/RESEARCH PARTNER(S)/ CO-SUPERVISOR(S)/ ADVISOR(S): 
 
 1 2 3 
Name: 
Josie Keelan 1. Waylyn Tahuri-
Whaipakanga (plus 
others as advised by 
Waylyn). 
2. Kapua Oterangi Teua 
Tayelva Petley (plus others 
as advised by Tayelva). 
 
Department: 
Dean, Teaching and 
Learning Mātauranga 
Māori 
Tūhoe Te Uru Taumatua Child, Youth & Family 
(CYF) 
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Qualifications: PhD 1. Group Manager, Iwi 2. Kaumatua 
Bay of Plenty Operations 
Manager 
Role in project: Associate Supervisor Advisor Ngāi Tūhoe Iwi 
Authority 
Advisor CYF 
 
 
Details of additional associates/research partners are attached   Yes  
  No 
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4. PROJECT DURATION: 
Dates during which the research methods requiring this approval will be conducted 
(normally one year from date of approval; a maximum of three years can be 
requested, after which the researcher must seek an extension): 
 
From: 30 February 2015  To: 30 February 2016 
 
5. AIMS/OBJECTIVES OF THE PROJECT: 
Describe in language that is, as far as possible, free from jargon and comprehensible to lay people. 
 
The aim of my project is to explore the current situation and change options for  Ngāi Tūhoe 
aspirations for self-determination in relation to statutory child welfare.. The project will be 
based on those parts of the Ngāi Tūhoe Service Management Plan that commit Tūhoe and 
Child, Youth and Family (CYF) to working together to improve the outcomes for Tūhoe 
children and young people in CYF care, or at risk of coming into care. The goal of this plan is 
to have no Tūhoe tamariki and rangatahi in state care.  My project will be limited to CYF 
Care and Protection responsibilities (and exclude Youth Justice Responsibilities). The project 
will focus on: 
4. How statutory social work pertaining to Tūhoe children is currently done, 
operationally and to some extent in terms of CYF organisational culture. 
              
   
               
            
 
6. VALUE AND BENEFITS OF THE PROJECT: 
 
Child welfare is one of several aspects of the Ngāi Tūhoe Service Management Plan, others 
being general social welfare, health, education and housing.  This analysis will give Tūhoe 
planners and decision makers and overview of legalities, processes and principles of present 
care and protection in New Zealand as well as international comparisons. It will further give 
an insight to this field in specific relation to Tūhoe, enabling them to gain a deeper 
understanding of detail, to champion areas they wish to strengthen or change and to build 
their own infrastructure effectively.   
 
CYF will equally benefit from an examination of its procedures in relation to one specific Iwi.  
The final report should contain elements that are transferable to collaboration with other Iwi 
as well as identify limitations of a general approach.   
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METHODOLOGY 
 
TYPE OF PROJECT AND METHODS: (Mark the appropriate boxes) 
 
Questionnaire   
Focus Group   
Interview   
Experimental, 
Observational or 
Interventional Study 
  
Other (please specify) Clarifying conversations with Tūhoe and CYF advisors as 
appropriate.  
 
Will electronic media (e.g. e-Mail or the internet) be used for the collection of data from 
participants? 
 
   Yes  No 
 
Please attach copies of relevant questionnaires, schedules, protocols and/or procedures. 
 
8. SAMPLE & ANALYSIS DETAILS 
 
a. How many participants will be involved in the 
research project?  
Tūhoe: up to 25 
participants 
CYF: up to 40 
participants 
 
 
b. From what groups are the participants to be drawn (e.g. general public, specific 
cultural groups, special interest groups, students, geographical groups, etc)? 
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Ngāi Tūhoe: 
Between three to five kaumatua / kuia / rangatira of each of the five Ngāi 
Tūhoe Iwi sub-areas (Waimana, Waikaremoana, Ruatoki, Waiohau, 
Ruatahuna) as guided by Te Uru Taumatua and Tūhoe/Ngati Awa Kaumatua 
Kapua Oterangi Teua. 
 
In my proposal a different participant group was suggested, but the project 
was approved on the principle of tino rangatiratanga in the sense that Tūhoe 
will determine sampling and method (see my proposal p 10, para 1)  I have 
been advised that Tūhoe prefer that instead of one central focus group running 
for 3-4 sessions in one location exploring a wide range of issues relating to 
care and protection, they would prefer a number of focus groups in local rohe 
attended by participants who are more viewed as the kaitiaki of the Tūhoe 
vision.  
 
     
              
           
             
              
              
            
        
 
c. What is the relationship between the participants and the researcher (friend, 
whanau/family, employee-employer, teacher-student, etc)? 
 
Ngāi Tūhoe participants: no direct relationship 
 
CYF participants: working in the same organisation, but in different areas, 
therefore no direct reporting relationship. For participants to feel safe to expose 
potential deficiencies in practice, their identities will be anonymous in any 
         
            
   
 
 
d. What methods will be used to recruit participants? (Include information about koha, 
expenses, inducements) 
 
I have selected CYF sites having a higher proportion of Tūhoe living in their 
service areas (outside of Te Urewera). Each focus group from a selected CYF 
site will have between 6 and 10 Care & Protection social workers as 
participants. 
 
Approval for CYF data collection has been given in principle (pending approval 
from the Unitec Ethics committee) from the responsible person within MSD, 
the Research Access Coordinator for the Ministry. The next step is to obtain 
approval from the chosen site managers and work with them and the site 
practice leaders to select participants.  I will aim for a participant mix with 
different experience levels and culture, e.g. Māori, non-Māori born in New 
Zealand, born overseas. No koha will be offered, but there will be refreshments 
      
 
         
 
             
 
How did you determine your sample size? 
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The number of focus groups and hui are determined, in part, by the limitations 
of a Master’s thesis. 
 
CYF: The aim is to get a diverse sampling of care and protection issues relating 
to Tūhoe from a CYF’s perspective. Most of the two thirds of Tūhoe who live in 
New Zealand but not in Tūhoe’s heart- and homeland, Te Urewera, but live in 
Wellington, Hamilton or Auckland. I will choose one site of each of these areas 
plus one which neighbours Te Urewera.  In total there will be four focus groups 
    
              
               
               
       
 
 
 
How will you analyse the data generated from the research project? 
 
The method used will be the six steps of thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 
2006). 
Transcripts of recordings of each focus group session will be sent to 
participants for confirmation of accuracy.  The transcripts will then be analysed 
            
           
 
 
9. MAORI PARTICIPATION: 
 
Could your research involve Maori participation, either by deliberate selection or by random 
sampling? Could it impact on Maori, or be of particular relevance to Maori? 
 
   Yes/perhaps  No 
 
See HRC Guidelines for researchers on health research involving Maori (www.hrc.govt.nz) 
 
If “yes”, please explain how your research process is consistent with the provisions of the 
Treaty of Waitangi. State what consultations and/or collaborations, and with which 
iwi/group, have or will be undertaken. What involvement does this group have in the 
project? How will the results be disseminated to the consulted group and participants at the 
end of the project? 
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As is appropriate, permission to proceed needed to be sought from Tūhoe first.  On 
1 April 2014 a meeting for this purpose was held at Te Uru Taumatua in Taneatua, 
the seat of the tribal authority of Ngāi Tūhoe. A positive response was received 
from Chief Executive Kirsty Luke and Iwi Liaison Manager Waylyn Tahuri-
Whaipakanga with an understanding that the proposal will further be developed to 
a Master’s thesis proposal.  On 7 October 2014 the full proposal was presented to 
Te Uru Taumatua and subsequent written approval / support commitment given 
(see letter attached). 
 
Guiding the gathering of information from Tūhoe will be the principle of tino 
rangatiratanga (Tūhoe prefer the term mana motuhake) in the sense that Tūhoe 
have guided the broad approach to this research.  It is of key importance to keep 
this principle in mind to maintain flexibility of adjusting throughout the entire 
process. 
 
I have guidance the CYF Māori leadership group.  
 
Some factors that support my involvement are that I have: 
Completed from 2002 to 2004 a Diploma in Social Work (generic) and Māori and 
               
      
             
     
               
                
              
 
            
   
         
 
 
 
 
10. CULTURAL ISSUES: 
Are members of a particular ethnic, societal or cultural group the principal participants or a 
sub-group of the research? 
 
   Yes  No 
 
If “yes”, what consultations have been undertaken with appropriate parties? 
Other than Maori, no 
  
 
11. MEDICAL RESEARCH OR RESEARCH INVOLVING HUMAN TISSUES OR BODY FLUIDS 
 
Note that approval from an accredited Health and Disability Ethics Committee may be 
required, using their (or the national) application form (www.hrc.govt.nz). Please refer to 
this form and also contact the Research  Administrator. 
 
a. Does the research involve the collection or use of human tissues or body fluids? 
 
   Yes, Go to 11b  No, Go to 12 
 
b. If yes, what procedures will be used? Where and how will the material be stored? 
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c. How will the material be disposed of (if applicable)? 
 
 
 
d. Does this research involve any invasive medical procedures, exposure to infection, 
the use of drugs, or constitute a clinical trial? 
 
   Yes, Go to 11e  No, Go to 12 
e. Describe the safeguards that will ensure against infection, damage, or risk to health. 
 
 
 
12. MEETING ETHICAL PRINCIPLES 
 
UREC emphasises eight guiding ethical principles governing research and teaching activities 
using humans. These are: 
 
Informed and voluntary consent 
Respect for rights and confidentiality and preservation of anonymity 
Minimisation of harm 
Cultural and social sensitivity 
Limitation of deception 
Respect for intellectual and cultural property ownership 
Avoidance of conflict of interest 
Research design adequacy 
 
 
 EXPLAIN HOW THE RESEARCH PROJECT WILL ADDRESS ALL OF THE EIGHT ETHICAL 
PRINCIPLES AND WHAT STEPS WILL BE TAKEN TO ENSURE HARM MINIMISATION 
 
 
 Refer to Section 2, #3 ‘Minimisation of Harm’ (H:\Research\ETHICS\2009 Ethics 
Application Forms & Guidelines\2009 Ethics Policy and Guidelines) in the Guidelines. 
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 Informed and voluntary consent: 
All participants will be fully informed and asked to sign a participant consent 
form; they can withdraw their participation throughout the project, up until the 
point of approval of the transcripts. 
 
Respect for rights and confidentiality and preservation of anonymity: 
Confidentiality of individuals within stories, possibly present or past clients of CYF, 
needs to be ensured.  Confidentiality of CYF focus group participants will be 
maintained to the degree possible by the final report not naming individuals and 
not separating themes site by site.  The issue of confidentiality of Tūhoe hui a 
whānau participants will need to be discussed and determined with Tūhoe.  It is 
possible that participants may find it appropriate that their identities are 
acknowledged as speakers / contributors in the final report. The information 
sheet will state: 
Your name and information that may identify you will be kept completely 
confidential. The audio-files will be erased once the transcription is done.  All 
information collected from you will be stored on a password-protected file and 
only you, the researcher and my Unitec supervisors will have access to this 
information. In thesis itself, all features that could identify you will be removed, 
unless you wish to be identified and give consent for this to occur in specific 
instances. 
 
Minimisation of harm: 
Individual and whanau stories and experiences which may have underlying 
traumatic elements are likely to emerge; I would anticipate this more so on the 
Tūhoe data collection side. If the traumatic elements emerge, these will need to 
be acknowledged and spaces offered for recovery where appropriate.  Participants 
may wish to include waiata and most likely karakia at the start and end of each 
session.  Overall however the facilitation needs to be respectfully mindful that in-
depth exploration of personal suffering due to government policies is not the aim 
of this research.  
 
Cultural and social sensitivity: 
See section 9. After years of studying and working with Māori people, spending 
much time on noho Marae and tangihanga and receiving on-going tikanga and 
reo coaching, I hope to have attained a level of sensitivity specific to Māori that is 
spontaneous and appropriate to the situation.  Linda Tuhiwai Smith (2000) lists 
seven specific codes of conduct for Kaupapa Māori research that I will be mindful 
of throughout the project (p. 242): 
Aroha ki te tangata (a respect for people) 
Kanohi kitea (the seen face – that is , present yourself to people face to face) 
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Titiro, whakarongo … korero  (look, listen … speak) 
Manaaki ki te tangata (share and host people, be generous) 
Kia tūpato (be cautious) 
Kaua e takahia te mana o te tangata (do not trample over the mana of people) 
Kaua e māhaki (don’t flaunt your knowledge) 
 
Limitation of deception: 
Both CYF and Tūhoe via Te Uru Taumatua are being fully informed from the onset 
of the project and throughout; advisory groups on both sides will have a key but 
not exclusive function in this. 
 
Respect for intellectual and cultural property ownership: 
The final report will be provided to Te Uru Taumatua and to CYF to be utilised at 
their discretion.  If desired, I will be available for presentation and clarification. 
 
Avoidance of conflict of interest: 
Due to my role of site manager for CYF Whakatane, there is a risk of perceived 
conflict of interest, e.g. if recommendations result in additional resources for this 
site or area.  It is important to be aware of this, declare my position throughout 
and clearly evolve recommendations from the research and analysis (as opposed 
to reflecting my preferences). 
My Unitec supervisors and my advisory groups will help ensure any conflict of 
interest will be appropriately managed. 
 
Research design adequacy: 
This project has been approved by the Health and Social Sciences Research 
Committee. This research project will be conducted under the principles of the 
transformative paradigm.  It places central importance on one indigenous people, 
Ngāi Tūhoe, in relation to child welfare.  The research will seek an intrinsic Tūhoe 
view, place it next to the present statutory ‘way to do’ child welfare and hope 
innovative ideas will emerge. In this sense it points into what is not known now 
with the methodological implication that questions and methods cannot be fully 
defined, but rather that room for change and evolution from a defined starting 
point is allocated and expected.  Full transparency and reciprocity are core values 
in the transformative axiological position. 
 
Tūhoe like many other indigenous people wish to find and live their own way. I 
believe that in order to do so, an honest account of the complex and challenging 
field of child protection is essential. This thesis is designed as being a scoping 
project and only a small part of a process towards long-term transformation of 
child protection services for Tūhoe. 
123 
 
 
Themes identified within the literature review will be referred to and interwoven 
with themes emerging from the research where appropriate, e.g.: 
The state’s ultimate accountability for matters of child welfare under international 
law. 
The linking of state child welfare processes to indigenous populations, e.g. by 
mandatory notification to a tribal authority where children of that tribe come into 
state care. 
The adjusting of managerial organisation-structures to accommodate organic 
indigenous entities. 
 
 
  
 
DATA  ACCESS 
 
13. PROPOSED STORAGE AND ACCESS TO FILES AND DISPOSAL / STORAGE UPON 
CONCLUSION 
 
Consent Forms 
 
Note: Your consent forms must be retained for five (5) years before physical destruction. 
 
a. Who will have access to the Consent Forms? 
 
The applicant and Unitec supervisors will have access to this information. 
 
 
b. How will you ensure that the Consent Forms are protected from unauthorised 
access? How and where will the consent forms be stored? 
 
The Consent Forms will be stored in a locked filing cabinet at Unitec. 
 
Data 
 
Note: Your data must be retained for five (5) years before physical destruction. 
 
 
124 
 
c. Who will have access to the data? 
 
The applicant and Unitec supervisors will have access to this information. 
 
 
d. Are there plans for future use of the data beyond those already described? (The 
applicant’s attention is drawn to the requirements of the Privacy Act 1993.)  
 
No 
 
e. How and where will the data be stored? 
Data will be stored securely on a computer at Unitec for a period of 5 years. 
 
 
EXTERNAL CONNECTIONS 
 
14. INVOLVEMENT WITH ANOTHER INSTITUTION/ORGANISATION 
 
List the names of any organisations who are now or who will be involved in this research 
project, the type of involvement they have or are likely to have (e.g. funding [please state 
amount sought or received], co-researcher, venue for research, client), and indicate 
whether letters of support or approval from these organisations are attached. 
 
Name of 
organisation 
Type of involvement Letter 
attached? 
Te Uru 
Taumatua 
Approval of participation 
Guidance and advice 
Receipt of final thesis report 
Yes 
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Child, Youth 
and Family 
Services / 
Ministry of 
Social 
Development 
Approval of participation 
Guidance and advice 
Receipt of final thesis report 
 
A number of issues are raised in the approval in 
principal that are not strictly ethical issues, but 
practical implementation issues. These are given 
below with my response in italics. 
Whether Child, Youth and Family staff will be 
involved in the focus groups during their own or 
work time. In work  time 
Whether there have been any discussions (and 
agreement) with site managers at prospective 
Child, Youth and Family offices around staff 
involvement. There have been preliminary 
discussions at regional meetings and with the 
Regional Manager with favourable responses.  
The names of the key senior staff members that 
you plan to have ‘clarifying conversations’ with, 
what has been done to secure their time and how 
much time will they need to give.  The key senior 
staff members are: 
Regional Director Midlands Sue Critchley 
Bay OP operations Manager Tayelea Petley 
Chief Social Worker Paul Nixon 
For each person the total time for conversation 
(and there could be more than one) would be less 
than an hour. 
The specific Ministry ‘existing data and reports’ (if 
any) you require access to. I can’t be sure exactly 
what data and reports I would like use,  and this 
        
          
   
          
         
         
            
          
        
      
       
         
        
Yes 
 
 
 
 Whether there have been any related discussions 
with Child, Youth and Family key senior staff 
members about the establishment of a Child, Youth 
and Family Advisory Group and the outcome of these 
discussions. Regional Director Midlands Sue Critchley 
and Bay OP operations Manager Tayelea Petley and a 
 i t d b  th  CYF Mā i l d hi  
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b. ARE FUNDS BEING OBTAINED FOR THIS PROJECT?  
 
   Yes  No 
 
Describe the investigator’s, the host institution’s, or a sponsoring agency’s financial interest, 
if any, in the outcome of, or involvement in, the project. 
 
 
 
15. RELATED APPLICATIONS 
 
a. Have you ever made any related applications to other Ethics Committees? 
 
   Yes  No 
 
b. If yes, have you enclosed copies of the applications and responses? 
 
   Yes  No, Please explain 
 
 
 
(Note that if you have already been granted Ethics approval by a University or Health and 
Disability Ethics Committee, you do not need further approval, but UREC must be sent a 
copy of the application and the approval.) 
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16. SUBMISSION AND APPROVAL PROCESS 
 
• A signed, hard copy of the completed application form must be sent to the UREC Secretary. 
• An electronic copy of the application must also be sent, as follows: 
• Unitec students: Please EMAIL this form and attachments (e.g. information sheet, 
consent form, questionnaire, interview schedule, etc.) to your Unitec principal supervisor, 
who should in turn email this to the UREC secretary. UREC will not receive 
applications directly from students. 
• Unitec staff (as primary researcher or supervisor): Please forward this form, by email, to 
the UREC Secretary ethics@unitec.ac.nz 
• Postgraduate students must ensure that their research proposals are APPROVED PRIOR to 
submitting the ethics application. An ethics application cannot be processed until notification of 
approval is received by the UREC Secretary. 
• UREC’s decision, and any conditions, will be relayed to you and your supervisor (in the case of 
student research). 
 
 
Contact details: 
 
UREC Secretary 
Research Office 
Building 180, Room 3008 
Unitec New Zealand 
Private Bag 92025 
Auckland 
 
Ph. 815 4321 ext 6162 
Email: ethics@unitec.ac.nz  
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Appendix 4: Participant Consent Form 
 
 
 
 
 
Participant consent form 
 
An exploration of Ngāi Tūhoe aspirations for self-determination in relation to statutory child 
welfare: current situation and change options. 
 
I have had the research project explained to me and I have read and understand the information sheet given to 
me.  
 
I understand that I don't have to be part of this research if I don't want to, and I may withdraw myself and my 
information at any time prior to my approval of the transcripts of my interview or my part in the focus group. 
 
I understand that I may make changes or deletions to the transcript of my interview or my part in the focus group 
up until two weeks after I have received the transcript from the researcher.  
 
I understand that everything I say is confidential and that none of the information in the thesis will identify me or 
any member of my whānau.  The only persons who will know what I have said will be the researcher, their 
supervisors and other members of my focus group, who will be required to maintain confidentiality as a condition 
of being part of the group.  I also understand that all the information that I give will be stored securely on a 
computer at Unitec for a period of 5 years and then erased.  
 
There may be parts in the final thesis where Ngāi Tūhoe participants wish to be identified. Each specific instance 
where the above section on confidentiality is overridden would require specific consent from the participants to 
be identified. 
 
I understand that my discussion with the researcher will be taped and transcribed. 
 
I understand that I can read the finished research document. 
 
I have had time to consider everything and I give my consent to be a part of this project. 
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Participant Name: ……….............................…………………..    
 
 
Participant Signature: ……….............................…………………..   Date: …………………………… 
 
 
Project Researcher: Klaus Herrmann…………………………………….Date: …………………………… 
 
 
 
UREC REGISTRATION NUMBER: 2014-1102 
This study has been approved by the UNITEC Research Ethics Committee from 20-11-2014 to 20-11-
2015.  If you have any complaints or reservations about the ethical conduct of this research, you may 
contact the Committee through the UREC Secretary (ph: 09 815-4321 ext 6162).  Any issues you raise 
will be treated in confidence and investigated fully, and you will be informed of the outcome. 
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Appendix 5: Participant Information Form (Tūhoe) 
 
An exploration of Ngāi Tūhoe aspirations for self-determination in relation to statutory child 
welfare: current situation and change options. 
 
PARTICIPANT Information FORM  
NGĀI TŪHOE 
 
Kia ora, my name is Klaus Herrmann I am currently enrolled in the Masters of Social Practice degree in 
the Faculty of Social and Health Sciences at Unitec New Zealand and seek your help in a research project 
(a thesis) which forms a substantial part of this degree. 
 
This project will be based on those parts of the Ngāi Tūhoe Service Management Plan that commit 
Tūhoe and Child, Youth and Family (CYF) to working together to improve the outcomes for Tūhoe 
children and young people in CYF care, or at risk of coming into care. The goal of this plan is to have 
no Tūhoe tamariki and rangatahi in state care.  This project will be limited to CYF Care and 
Protection responsibilities (and exclude Youth Justice Responsibilities). The project will focus on: 
1. How statutory social work pertaining to Tūhoe children is currently done, operationally and 
to some extent in terms of CYF organisational culture. 
2. Gaining a deeper understanding of Tūhoe vision, sense of timing and prioritisation of child 
welfare matters. 
3. Placing 1 and 2 above side by side for analysis and exploring options for best co-operation 
and change with the aim of improved outcomes for Tūhoe children. 
 
This project has been approved by Tūhoe Te Uru Taumata and by the Ministry of Social 
Development. 
 
What it will mean for you 
I would like you to take part in a hui/focus group with one session of up to 1.5 hours. The hui would 
occur in a marae or other setting or your choice within your rohe at a time convenient to the hui 
participants.  The information I would like to get relates specifically to Tūhoe wishes relating to 
tamariki Tūhoe who have come or are at risk of coming into state custody anywhere in New Zealand.  
Who should be notified, consulted and worked with?  Are sufficient structures and communication 
lines in place?  What does good collaboration look like in terms of outcomes and timeframes? 
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The members of the focus group will reflect a wide range of local perspectives within Tūhoe on care and 
protection and will include between three and five kaumatua / kuia / rangatira of each of the five Ngāi 
Tūhoe Iwi sub-areas (Waimana, Waikaremoana, Ruatoki, Waiohau, Ruatahuna) as guided by Te Uru 
Taumatua and Tūhoe/Ngati Awa Kaumatua Kapua Oterangi Teua. These are people who are well versed 
in the settlement agreements and Tūhoe vision.  
 
I will record the focus group and will transcribe it later. You will be able to read the transcript and to 
make changes in your contribution in it should you wish to so.  
 
If you agree to participate, you will be asked to sign a consent form. This does not stop you from 
changing your mind if you wish to withdraw yourself and your information from the project at any time 
up until you approve the transcript of your part in the focus group. You can make changes or deletions 
to the transcript of your part in the focus group up until two weeks after you have received the transcript 
from the researcher. You can, if you wish, have access to a digital copy of the thesis once it has been 
completed.  
 
Your name and information that may identify you will be kept completely confidential. The audio-files 
will be erased once the transcription is done.  All information collected from you will be stored on a 
password-protected file and only you, the researcher and my Unitec supervisors will have access to this 
information. In thesis itself, all features that could identify you will be removed, unless you wish to be 
identified and give consent for this to occur in specific instances. 
 
I hope that you will agree to take part and that you will find your involvement interesting.  If you have 
any queries about the research, you may contact me on 029 6500 839 or email me at 
klherrmann@xtra.co.nz. 
 
If have any concerns about the project you can contact my principal supervisor at Unitec, Dr Geoff 
Bridgman, at 815 4321 ext 5071 or by email at gbridgman@unitec.ac.nz 
 
UREC REGISTRATION NUMBER: 2014-1102 
This study has been approved by the UNITEC Research Ethics Committee from 20-11-2014 to 20-11-
2015.  If you have any complaints or reservations about the ethical conduct of this research, you may 
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contact the Committee through the UREC Secretary (ph: 09 815-4321 ext 6162).  Any issues you raise 
will be treated in confidence and investigated fully, and you will be informed of the outcome. 
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Appendix 6: Participant Information Form (CYF) 
 
An exploration of Ngāi Tūhoe aspirations for self-determination in relation to statutory child 
welfare: current situation and change options. 
 
PARTICIPANT Information FORM  
CHILD, YOUTH AND FAMILY 
 
Kia ora, my name is Klaus Herrmann I am currently enrolled in the Masters of Social Practice degree in 
the Faculty of Social and Health Sciences at Unitec New Zealand and seek your help in a research project 
(a thesis) which forms a substantial part of this degree. 
 
This project will be based on those parts of the Ngāi Tūhoe Service Management Plan that commit 
Tūhoe and Child, Youth and Family (CYF) to working together to improve the outcomes for Tūhoe 
children and young people in CYF care, or at risk of coming into care. The goal of this plan is to have 
no Tūhoe tamariki and rangatahi in state care.  This project will be limited to CYF Care and 
Protection responsibilities (and exclude Youth Justice Responsibilities). The project will focus on: 
1. How statutory social work pertaining to Tūhoe children is currently done, operationally and 
to some extent in terms of CYF organisational culture. 
2. Gaining a deeper understanding of Tūhoe vision, sense of timing and prioritisation of child 
welfare matters. 
3. Placing 1 and 2 above side by side for analysis and exploring options for best co-operation 
and change with the aim of improved outcomes for Tūhoe children. 
 
This project has been approved by Tūhoe Te Uru Taumata and by the Ministry of Social 
Development. 
 
What it will mean for you 
I would like you to take part in a focus group with one session of up to 1.5 hours. The focus group would 
occur at your CYFs office a time convenient to the participants, and agree by your manager.  In the 
session I would like to explore what happens when a Māori child, potentially affiliated to Ngāi Tūhoe, is 
allocated to a CYF social worker’s caseload. What works well; what are some of the obstacles (towards 
achieving best outcomes)?  What are some ideas for change or improvement (if applicable)? I will record 
the focus group and will transcribe it later. You will be able to read the transcript and to make changes 
in your contribution in it should you wish to so.  
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Please take into consideration that the aim of this exercise is not to ascertain participants’ knowledge 
of best or ideal practice, but to obtain a picture of what is actually happening now.  For you to feel safe 
to expose potential deficiencies in practice, your identities will be anonymous in any subsequent 
evaluation or presentation of the data. Supervisors, practice leaders and site managers will be excluded 
from participating for the same reason.   
 
If you agree to participate, you will be asked to sign a consent form. This does not stop you from 
changing your mind if you wish to withdraw yourself and your information from the project at any time 
up until you approve the transcript of your part in the focus group. You can make changes or deletions 
to the transcript of your part in the focus group up until two weeks after you have received the transcript 
from the researcher. You can, if you wish, have access to a digital copy of the thesis once it has been 
completed.  
  
Your name and information that may identify you will be kept completely confidential. The audio-files 
will be erased once the transcription is done.  All information collected from you will be stored on a 
password-protected file and only you, the researcher and my Unitec supervisors will have access to this 
information. In thesis itself, all features that could identify you will be removed. 
 
If you have any queries about the research, you may contact me on 029 6500 839 or email me at 
klherrmann@xtra.co.nz. 
 
If have any concerns about the project you can contact my principal supervisor at Unitec, Dr Geoff 
Bridgman, at 815 4321 ext 5071 or by email at gbridgman@unitec.ac.nz 
 
UREC REGISTRATION NUMBER: 2014-1102 
This study has been approved by the UNITEC Research Ethics Committee from 20-11-2014 to 20-11-
2015.  If you have any complaints or reservations about the ethical conduct of this research, you may 
contact the Committee through the UREC Secretary (ph: 09 815-4321 ext 6162).  Any issues you raise 
will be treated in confidence and investigated fully, and you will be informed of the outcome. 
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Appendix 7: Focus Group Schedule (Tūhoe) 
 
Focus group/hui schedule Ngāi Tūhoe participants: 
Prior to the meeting all participants will have had a copy of the 
information sheet and will have signed the consent form.    
Minutes 
(duration in 
total: 90 
minutes) 
 
 0 – 25 The session will follow Tūhoe kaupapa throughout, 
including manākitanga, and may take longer than 
suggested here. Introduction of participants, myself 
and to the research project, its purpose, and its 
history. Confirm procedural matters, particularly 
around confidentiality and anonymity, explain process 
of the hui, and answer questions 
25 – 80 Initiate a conversation about Tūhoe wishes relating to 
tamariki Tūhoe who have come or are at risk of 
coming into state custody anywhere in New Zealand.  
Who should be notified, consulted and worked with, 
e.g. Te Uru Taumatua, other Tūhoe services or 
liaisons within or outside of Te Urewera, tribal 
authorities?  Are sufficient structures and 
communication lines in place?  What does good 
collaboration (between statutory services and Iwi) 
look like in terms of outcomes and timeframes? What 
could self-determination look like at an iwi and hapū 
level concerning vulnerable Tūhoe children who 
become involved with state child welfare services 
anywhere in New Zealand? 
80 - 90 Wrap up conversation, thank participants, remind that 
transcripts will be sent for checking, along with a 
short questionnaire identifying the level of participant 
agreement with the key themes discovered in the 
focus groups. Close session. 
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Appendix 8: Focus Group Schedule (CYF) 
 
Focus group schedule Child, Youth and Family participants: 
Prior to the meeting all participants will have had a copy of the 
information sheet and will have signed the consent form.    
Minutes 
(duration in 
total: 90 
minutes) 
 
 0 – 25 Offer refreshments. Begin with a kaupapa Māori 
process, acknowledging the kaupapa of the project 
and the Māori participants and participants of other 
cultures. Introduction of participants, myself and to 
the research project, its purpose, and its history. 
Confirm procedural matters, particularly around 
confidentiality and anonymity, explain process of the 
focus group, and answer questions  
25 – 80 Initiate a conversation about the current actual 
practice, e.g. with: “A Māori child or sibling group is 
allocated to you caseload.  Describe a typical day 
when this occurs and some likely actions or events 
thereafter.”  This should start a conversation about 
things that work well as well as obstacles.  Ideas for 
change or improvement may well be embedded within 
this conversation; otherwise they could be prompted 
in the later part of a session, e.g. “Picture yourself as 
a part of achieving the best possible outcomes for this 
child or this sibling group, what does that look like?” 
and: “Who else might be involved?”. How 
comfortable, capable and supported are CYF social 
workers when engaging with Tūhoe or Māori children 
and their whānau and establishing information about 
them relevant to social work practice direction? What 
are the relationships like between CYF sites and staff 
and iwi / iwi services?   
80 - 90 Wrap up conversation, thank participants, remind that 
transcripts will be sent for checking, along with a 
short questionnaire identifying the level of participant 
agreement with the key themes discovered in the 
focus groups, close session. 
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Appendix 9: Research Access Approval (CYF) 
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Appendix 10: Research Access Approval (Tūhoe) 
 
 


